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LETTER I. 

inXtodudoity rmarkty itaUmeni of iht q^uiiof^ and melkdf 9f 



RCTERKWD ANS> DEAR BROmSR, 

Believing jou to be a sincere inquirer after truth* and 
a friend to manly discussion ; and feeling persuaded 
that the genuine doctrines of the gospel will not suffer 
by free investigation, I am induced to address you theflip 
Letters upon the subject of a future rttribution, on 
which a difference of opinion obtains between us. And 
although I have every assurance of your candor and 
friendship^ still I acknowledge that I feel no small share 
of diffidence in addressing a brotlier whose talents have 
rendered him eminent, and who has been in the ministry 
more years than I have been in existence. But prompt- 
ed by the importance of the subject^ and encouraged by 
Che consideration of your candor and Christian affection, 
I propose in these Letters to offer such remarks upon 
your system as occur to my mind, state my own views 
upon the subject of future punishment, and adduce such 
evidence from scripture and reason, as has inclined ni^ 
to believe, that, although all misery will be of limite4 
duration, it will not be bounded by the death of the bodjF^ 

I enter upon the examination of this subject with < th# 
mare cbeerfulneas, from the convicttpn that L'W^^ "^^^ 

S 
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thing to lose. For if the opinion I have embraced, be 
in accordance with the scriptures, I feel conscious that 
it cannot be overthrown ; and if it be unfounded, the 
sooner I am convinced of mj error, the better. 1 have 
nothing to fear, therefore, in this discussion. But on 
the contrary, though I have not the vanity to suppose 
that I shall be able to effect any material change in 
your religibus opinion, I trust 1 shall be able, in some 
degree, to show the reasons of mine ; and what is still 
fnorc valuable, to show the public that a religibus discus- 
sion can be carried on in the exercise of Christian feel- 
ings, without bitterness or personal reflections. 

Neither will the differencer of opinion which exists 
among our brethren, give any occasion for triumph to ' 
the daughters of the uncircumcised ; for all denomina- 
tions differ in opinion amon^ themselves. While the 
believers in endless misery are divided into numerous 
sects and parties, and are so embittered against each 
other, that they will have no fellowship together, and 
will even exclude each other from the table of their 
common Master, it cannot be thought strange that a 
difference of opinion should exist among the believers 
in Ihe opposite doctrine. Neither is the existence of 
controversy in our order an unprecedented thing. The 
Unitarians, though a respectable and flourishing sect, 
are greatly divided in opinion ; and public controversy 
has existed among them, as in the case of Price and 
Priestley. The Episcopal Church has furnished writers 
on almost every side of the question. And in our own 
country, Professor Stuart and Dr. Miller, both orthodox 
divines and advocates for the doctrine of the Trinity, 
have lat(?ly discussed before the public the subject of the 
^eternal Souship of Christ." The Presbyterrans at the 
IBoutfi hAve recently been engaged in controversy on the 
jprinctples of church government. Now should a dif- 
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ference of opinion among us create anj alaroi» when 4 
difference equally great, exists in every other ilenomina* 
tion ? Let him that is without sin, cast the first stons* 

A difference of sentiment iu any denomination is evi- 
dence of the sincerity of its professors. The human 
mind is so constituted, and our educations are so very 
different, that men will necessarily arrive at different 
conclusions in matters of religion. No entire sect or 
party of men, who have courage to think for themselves» 
and frankness enough to declare their opinions, will be 
found agreed on every subject. When any entire deno- 
mination, therefore, profess to be united on every point, 
it is a strong presumptive argument, that they are want- 
ing, either in independence or frankness. A diversity 
of views is not always an evil. It may serve many val- 
uable purposes. It creates a spirit of inquiry, and calls 
into exercise many of the latent powers of the mind* 
which would otiierwise have lain dormant, and. wasted 
by inaction. It also opens a broad field for the exercise 
of that charity which is the distinguishing trait In the 
character of the< Christian, and which is emphatically 
styled *Hhe bond of perfectness.^^ Notwithstanding reli- 
gious controversy has been greatly deprecated by many 
sincere and pious Christians, I am far from regardtrtg it 
universally as an evil. A great part of Paul's epistles 
is of a controversial nature. And was not the glorious 
reformation from papal superstition effected by contro- 
versy ? It is to free and manly discussion, that the 
doctrines of Protestants owe their rise. And it is by 
the same means that the doctrine of the '^Restitution of 
all things'' has been revived in this age and country. 
To free investigation, then, the Christian public is in- 
debted for many of its most valuable blessings. 

But religious controversy is not free from abuse* 
When it is carried on with an improper spirit, it is pre- 
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ductm 0f mischief. If it origiDates in ambitioti, and 
•nds in bitteraess ; if it generates the anhailowed feel- 
iogtf of hatred and ill-will, and destroys affection and 
fieliowship, it may be regarded as an e?il. But then, the 
fiuilt lies not in controversy itself^ but in the parties 
who engage therein. That dispotant who misrepresents 
his opponent, by artfully giving a false construction to 
lib language, or by passing over his principal argument ; 
who labors to conceal his own views, and wanders from 
the question at issue, gives evidence of the weakness of 
hjs cause, and evinces to the world that he is governed 
^ unchristian feelings, and is contending for masterj 
Tether tiian truth. But if controversy is properly con- 
ducted, it is nothing more than free and rational dis- 
cnssion. 

Though in these pages I shall attempt to support the 
doctrine of a future retribution, jou are not to consider 
that it is from self-interest or personal advantage that I 
plead for this doctrine. So far as selfish feelings are 
engaged, they remonstrate against a future retribution. 
Were I to shape my religious creed by my own indi- 
vidual feelings, I should exclude all misery, both present 
and future. If future punishment is true, I am exposed 
to it as well as others ; and hence it cannot be supposed 
that I flatter myself with any advantage fropi the truth 
•f this doctrine. But human feelings are noi the proper 
Uf$t Sin always corrupts the mind, and leads the sin- 
Ikerto hope that he may escape the righteous judgments 
of 0-od. A just retribution is the dread of sinful crea- 
tures. When Paui reasoned of a judgvtetU to. comet 
.the ulabelievlng Felix trembled. There is, therefore, 
ipuch Hhoire ^^Ag^ of being biassed against this doctrine, 
than in its favor* If a future punishment be the truth of 
.Qpd, it AsustUiT^ to suppose that it will meet with oppo- 
sition from the selfish fbeiiogs of the human heart ; whiiis 
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your scheme will be supported bj thtf same feelingi, 
though it be an error. Id order to judge correctlj id 
the case, then, it is necessary that all selfish feelingi 
and personal interest be laid aside. 

Perhaps you may say that in the above remarks, I hare 
adopted the maxims laid down by the believers in end- 
less misery. And what of that ? Must truth be reject- 
ed, because it is advanced by those who oppose oar 
general system P If we are candid, we shall be willing 
^4o receive the truth, by whomsoever it may be advanced. 
I am far from desiring to difier from every other deno- 
mination. Shall we reject the being of a God, because 
the abetters of endless torment advocate that doctrine! 
Some of our public laborers appear to think that in order 
to support our general system, we must reject every 
doctrine held by any other sect. But this thirst for 
innovation is extremely dangerous. It may show that 
they have a zeal, but it shows at the same time, that it 
is a zeal **not according to knowledge." We believe 
that many of our brethren have run into an extreme by 
embracing the doctrine of endless misery. And this 
very consideration ought to teach us caution, thst we 
may avoid the other. Nothing is more natural than for 
men to go from one extreme to its opposite. ^ And unless 
our denomination have exercised more wisdom than all 
which have gone before them, it is just to conclude, that 
some of us, in coming oft* from endless misery, have 
carried our views into the other extreme. Surely, that 
person would be wanting in modesty, who should assert 
that every denomination but his own, embraced nothing 
but error. There is not that difference between the 
various theories, which some people imagine. The fun-^ 
damental doctrines of the gospel are embraced by almost 
every denomination, how much soever tbej may diier 
in explaining them. 
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A tralj wise man will always endeavoar to improve 
bj the virtues and foibles of others. And as we are 
sensible that many religious teachers have dwelt too 
much upon the threatenings of divine inspiration, it be- 
comes IIS to beware of the other eKlreme, A middle « 
course is generaUy preferable. The gospel of Jesua 
Christ, though a dispensation of mercj, has threatenings 
MM well as promises. The author of this dispensation 
was anointed bj the Father, to proclaim the day of ven- 
geance efour God, as well as the acceptable year of tMl 
Lord.'^ The Christian minister is io persuade men by 
the terrors of the Lord^i as we4l as to beseech them 
ky the mercies of Qod.X Now if we dwell exclusively 
•upon the promises of the gospel, we go counter to divine 
instructii^n. If we make no other use of the threaten- 
ings tlian to explain them away, and convert them intii 
assunnces of pardon, we weaicen the motives of our 
holy religion, and injure the cause we are laboring to 
■support. These remarks, I think, will strike you as 
self-evident truths. 

The success of any cause depends much upon the 
QDUrae pursued by its public advocates. And, althpugh 
I can say with pleasure that you have done much to 
extend the cause of liheral Christiantty, and have been 
eminently successful in rectifying false notions relative 
to the character of God, and the destination of mankind, 
•still I have the mortification to say, that I think jou 
hav^ carried your principles too far. Had you confined 
yourself to scripture phraseology, and been content to 
say, in the language of the apostle, that the economy of 
divine grace will be accomplished "in the dispensation 
of tlie fulness of times," I should have rejoiced with joy 
. umipeakuble. But when you limit the benefits of the 
gotipel to tliis state of exi^tancc, and thus fix "the times 

«. Ita. hi. e. f % Cor. v. U. t ^^'n. xii. I. 
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And teftscMis windh the Father hath put in his own power*'' 
I feel impressed bj a sense of duty to enter mj feeble 
protest. I do not mean, however, t>y these fr^nk re- 
marks to call jour sinceritj in question, or to injure in 
tiie least, your moral or religious character. Personal 
attacks and unfriendly insinuations always betoken an 
improper spirit, and injure the cause of the person who 
nses them. Every thing of this nature t shall endeavour 
to avoid. But if, in the ardor of debate, the writer 
should unfortunately adopt them, it is fi eely acknow- 
ledged that it would not redound to his honor, nor pro- 
mote the interest of his cause. 

Having introduced the subject with these desultory 
remarks, I will now call your atti^ntion to a partieuUr 
statement of the theme in debate. The question is, not 
whether men are punished in this world, but whetlier 
tl>ey receive all their punishment here ; not whether 
they are punished here for their sins generally^ but whe- , 
ther they are punished for every sin they commit; not f 
whether game are fully recompensed on earth, but whe- ; 
tbtsr this is true of the whole human kind. All passages 
n»d arguments, therefore, whicli go to prove that men 
are punished in this state, have no bearing in the case ; 
they most prove that every individual receives all hi$ 
punishment in this world, or that he will receive ntm§ 
after deaih, or else they prove nothing in this controversy. 

That men are accountable for their actions to the An- • 
thor of their being, is plainly taught in the scriptures* 
and demonstrated by universal experience. To assert 
the oontrary is downright Atheism. If there is a God 
then, to whom we are accountable, it presupposes that 
he has given us a law as the rule of our conduct; and a 
law. supposes a penalty which must be inflicted iq <;ase 
of tra,n^resslon. The very idea of accountability, thwm- 
fore, teaches us that virtue will be rewarded and vice 
punished, here or hei^after. Rewards and punishments 
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grow necessarily out ofaccountabilitj; and all the pnn- 
ishments inflicted bj God are founded upon the same 
principle.* Now if it be cruel in God to punish men 
according to their deeds in a future state, it is equally 
so in the present. And on the other hand, if punishment 
apportioned to our deserts, inflicted in this world, be 
not only just, but merciful, then punishment founded on 
the same principles, will be just and merciful in a future 
state. We do not pretend that punishment in a future 
state, differs either in nature or design from punishment 
inflicted in this world. Men after death are not pun- 
ished on the principles of revenge or retaliation, but 
with a design to humble and reform ; or, in other words, 
to qualify the creature for the enjoyment of happiness. 
We do not believe that those will be punished in a future 
state, who have been duly punished, and have become 
..penitent here ; no— this discipline will be experienced 
by none but those who have not been equitably recom- 
pensed in this state, and who go out of the world in re- 
bellion. Now on this view of the subject, what reason- 
able objection can be brought against a future, discipli- 
nary punishment, which does not weigh equally against 
all punishment in this world? Wiiy then are you so 
averse to this sentiment? You will agree with me that 
virtue and happiness are inseparably connected. Now 
religion is valuable only as it makes men happy, that is, 
as it makes them virtuous. Why then insist so strenu- 
ously that all punishment is confined to this world ? Do 
you really think that tliis sentiment is more productive 
of piety and virtue than a future limited discipline ? Can 
jou lay your hand upon your heart, and say in the pre- 
ience of God, that you think a future retribution corrupts 

* I wiir here state for the inrormation of the reader, that I rhall 
not, hi this or any futare Letter^ labor to prove any position 
whichM held in common by the writer and him to whom tbes« 
Letters art addressed. 
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the morals of societj; that it weakens the mottTCS to 
virtue, and leads to the perpetration of crime ? 

la the disco ssion of the question before us, moeh has 
been said about the ground of the controversj, and (ba 
noiethod of ai^unientation. Tou maintain that all tbo 
labor of proof devolves upon the believer in future pun- 
ishment. Yon insist that future punishment must bo 
proved true, or else you are justified in believing the 
opposite ; and when jon are called upon to produce the 
evidence in favor of your scheme, you complain that 
this is burdening you with proving a negative, which io 
incapable of proof. In a discussion of this 'question 
with Mr. Turner, you say, ''Although you persist in con- 
tending that it is incumbent on me to prove the negative 
of our general question, I am still disposed to maintain 
the reverse, and to contend that it is incumbent on yon 
to attempt to prove the positive of our general questioa 
by the testimony and word of divine inspiration. Until 
this is done, and the doctrine of future punishment is 
proved from the word of God, this doctrine is not entitled 
to our belief."* 

Again you say, to prove positively and directly that aM 
misery is confined to this life, *'is, to say the least, throw- 
ing all the labor on one side.'t Now, 8ir, if to prove 
that all misery is confined to this life, i« "throwing ail 
the labor on one side," then to prove that men will be 
punished after death, is '^throwing all the labor on the 
other side." This then is the only ground on which you 
will consent to meet your opponent in this controveray^ ' 
lie mnst go forward and prove his doctrine true—- ho 
must pursue a course which according to your acknow* 
lodgement, is ''throwing all the labor on one side." Ho 
Must pursue a plan which appeared to you ''so onrea« 
fooabbe,-" that yon rejected it at once.t 

• Gospel Visitant, Vol. 3, p. 312. 

i U. Magaxiue, Vol. 4, p. SO. t lb. p. SO. 
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The course which you have adopted, is pursued by all 
the priucipal advocates for your views. They all de- 
cline producing any evidence in favor of their system, 
beingyas would seern,de(ermiuefl to **throw all the labor 
on ooe side." Mr. Kneeland says, ^*it is not pretend- 
ed, as we know of, that the sciiplures prove there will 
be na future punishment $ for how can they prove m 
negative P^^* From these citations, and to these others 
might be added, it appears that you consider our system 
as the positive, and yours as the negative of the ques- 
tion before us. But permit me to ask you, have you no 
fositive to your faith ? does your doctrine consist en* 
tirelj of negation? does your faith rest solely upon 
disbelief? One would think so by your method of 
meeting this discussion. When yeu are declaring your 
▼lews to the world, you are not at all deficient in posi- 
tive qffirmationf but as soon as you are engaged in 
controversy on this subject, your doctrine is all mgation ! 
But, Sir, you cannot be insensible that in questions of 
this nature, the positive and negative are transferable 
from one side to the other. If the doctrine of future 
punishment is advanced, that side of the question be- 
comes the positive, and yours the negative. But if the 
doctrine which limits all punishment to this world, is 
advanced, then that becomes the positive, and future 
punishment the negative nf the question. Thus the 
great cry which has been raised about proving a negU" 
five, has no bearing in this case ; because it can be used 
on one side as well as on the other. 

But, Sir, the doctrine which bounds all punishment 
bj temporal death, for which you contend, must be 
either a positive or a negative. Is it a negative ? Then 
it IS incapable of proof; then you have no evidence in 
faTor of your hypothesis—not a solitary text of 8cripture» 

* ChrifitiAO Mesteofer. 
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mw « singU ftrgtiment from reason ; then your system ii 
oalj a negHtion» anti jour faitii disbelief— ft r^r^rd whieli 
would better become a sceptic than a professed Chris* 
tian. Thus by pretending that your side of the ques* 
tion is only a negative, you in reality renounce all scrip- 
ture evidence, and arc compelled to say with Mr.Rnee« 
land, **h is not pretended (hat the scriptures prove there 
will be no future punishment."— But are your views a 
positive? Then let us no longer be told, that future 
punishment must be proved true, or else it is not entitled 
to belief. If your scheme is a positive, then it is hoped 
that yon will not refuse to meet us on this ground. 
You then have an afRrmative as well as we, and you are 
under as great obligation to prove your affirmative, as 
we are to prove ours. Now if you refuse to meet us in 
this manner, you refuse to meet us on equal ground, and 
will give the public reason to make unfavorable remarki 
relative to your conduct, and the strength of your causew 
I trust you will not attempt to support your side of the 
question by asserting that the scriptures are silent upon 
future punishment ; for this is only preparing a weapon 
for yourself.. This is tlie popular defence which is set 
up by the abetters of your system. But in fact, it ia 
acknowUdgitig that your system is only a negation of 
belief. But popular as this mode of defence is, it is far 
from favoring those into whose service it is constantly 
pressed. This argument, if it deserves the name, may 
be retorted upon you with all its force. Thus, if you 
aak proof of future punishment, I will give you the 
alienee of the scriptures on the opposite doctrine. 

Feeling disposed to treat the subject with all possible 
faimesa, I will endeavour to state the case in a manner 
which 1 think must be satisfactory to all candid inquir-' 
i^rs, and objectionable only to those who fear to meet the 
eubjeci oa its proper ground. Let the question be^ A 
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all misery^ confined to thU life ; or dooB U e»Und beyomi 

deatitP I» thift tw^-ibUI question, joor opiBlon and 
mine are both stated. You believe in the affirmatlTe of 
the first question, as niuc|i as I do in the affirmatiTe of 
the tast. And it is as incumbent on you to prove youfr 
affirmatrve» as it is on me to prove mine. This stat«F- 
ment is so fair and equitable, that I cannot believe tb«t 
jou will object to it But should jou attempt to evade 
this statement as some have done, and insist that the 
question should be, — Does tiie bible teach the doctrtne of 
future punishment ? I shall regard it as shrinking from 
the subject in debate ; or, to use jour own words, as 
<*throwing all the labor on one side." And were I dis- 
posed, I could avail myself of the same art, and insist 
that the question should be — Does the bible teach the 
doctrine of the happiness of all men at the article of 
death? In this way we might dispute eternally without 
coming to the merits of the question. 

But ( am not desirous of throwing all the labor on 
either side. I wish you to defend your system both 
positively and negatively, and I am perfectly willing to 
do the same. I should show the weakness of my cause 
by reftising to advance evidence in favor of my side of 
the question, and you would betray the same weakness 
by refusing to do the same on your part. I hope there* 
fore I shall not be told that the burden of proof ought t6 
be with the plaintiff ; for this again, is avoiding theques* 
ttoa, as thiis plea can be made by us^as well as by you. 
The doctrine for which I contend, is the doctrine as 
held by our order> from the third century down to the 
present day, with a very few exceptions.. From this it 
would more naturally appear that you are the plaintiff^ 
and we the defendant. We can call upon you, therefore* 
&r proof, with more propriety than you can Upon us; 
We.ar# wiliJACf'^bdweiPer,. to waive this right, and meet 
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jott on eqaal grounds* The statement here made> is so 
fair and honorable, that I think it must meet your accept- 
ance. I do not mean bj any of these remarks to call 
your candor or sincerity in question, but only to suggest 
that j^ou have been led to view the subject in an impro* 
per light. Neither are you to understand the above in 
the light of a challenge. My only design is to state the 
case in its proper light, to mark the course which ought 
to be pursued by all who controvert this question. Th« 
statement and examination of your system will be at- 
tempted in our next 

Yoars»&;e. 
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StaiemetU and txaminaiion of Mr, BaXUyaU tyiUm. 

REV. AND D^AR BROTHER, 

Having stated the question ip deb^te» and the ground 
of the controversy, I will now endeavor to state your 
system, compaire its several parts together, and test^ 
them by the volume of divine truth. 

Your system in brief, appears to be this ; — Man pos- 
sesses two natures, or principles, soul and body ; the one 
pure, the other impure. Ml sin originates in the fiesh, 
and when the soul is dislodged from the body, it is neces- 
sarily pure, and consequently happy. That this is a just 
representation of your views, will appear from the fol- 
lowing quotations from your writings. 

"The opposition of the law of the heavenly man to 
' that of the fleshly, is meant by the prohibition.'** *'Sin 
is the fruit of the flesh."t **Ml sin originates in the 
earthly nature.^^X ''It is to the powers and appetites of 
the flesh that every sin we commit, may be traced."§ 
«The scriptures plainly indicate that the constitutional 
infirmities of flesh and blood are, in fact, the source from 
whence all sinful temptations arise."|| <'Now it is plaia 
from scripture that all sin, all wickedness, and all evil 
doings, are the works of the flesh.'^f ''The mind, spirit, 
soul, or whatever the reader pleases to call the immortal 
part of man, that spirit being eternal and immortally 
pure, was opposed to the passions which would immedi- 
ately rise from the fleshly nature.*'** •* Another very 

* Treatise on Atonement, p. 34. t lb. p. 49. 

i Gos. Visit. Vol. 11. p. 187. ^ Lectures, p. 74. 

|T Lect. p. 78. T Lcct. p. 369. 
♦• Aton. pp. 32, 33. 
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^reat inconsistency U to suppose that after people 'shall 
have ceased from all the sins enumerated in the text, 
and are in a constitution of existence where no such 
crimes can ever be committed, they are there to be tor- 
meuted for what they did in this world."* "The hearer 
is cautioned against supposing that we allow that the 
next state will be subject to sin ; we distinctly say that 
the evidence of this, is wanting both in scripture and 
reason.'t "As sin had its origin in the flesh and blood» 
and is the natural offspring of the lusts by which men 
are tempted, and as no intimation is given in the scrip- 
tures, that sin ever was, or ever will be committed out of 
flesh and blood, we venture to hope that sin will never 
exist after the present mortal state shall close.":^ 

Here then we have your system before tis: that man 
consists of two natures, flesh and spirit; that thefl£sh is 
the source of all wickedness, and the spirit is ^Hmmortal- 
ly pure, so that the destruction of the body freu the soul 
from guilt. 

1 will now state the grand basis on which you found 
your hypothesis. In your "Treatise on Atonement," 
you attempt to make a distinction between the creation 
ami formation of man. His created character was spir^ 
itual and pure^ but his formed character was earthly 
and sensuaL You say,$ "I have argued that the forma- 
tion of man was after his creation, as appears from the 
account given by Moses, in Genesis. It seems reasonable 
to conclude that man, in a spiritual sense, was created 
in Christ, the heavenly nature, as his body was formed 
in Mam, the earthly. And as all our bodies came from 
that one formation, so all our spirits came from that 
one creationJ*^ "If Christ be the image of God, and 

♦ Lect. p. 242, t Lect. p. 409. 

^ U. Magazine, Vol. III. p. 150. 
4 AtoD. pp. 193, 193. 
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man was created in God's imager it is plain that man 
was created in Christ."* "We are then informed bj 
the sacred text, that God formed (not created) man of 
the dust of the ground."t 

From these passages taken from your Atonement, it 
would seem that man vf as first created a spiritual being, 
absolutely pure / and was created in Jesus Christ : and 
that some time after his creation, God was pleased to 
/orm him of the dust of the earth, and from this earthljr 
constitution all sin proceeds. This hypothesis, wild 
and visionary as it is, is the foundation of your system ; 
it is the basis on which your whole scheme rests. This 
is what you introduce to solve the profound question. 
Whence came evil ? 

You maintain that man was first created spiritual 
and pure. But of the truth of this, you have not pro- 
duced a particle of proof. You further state that roan 
was created in Jesus Christ. What idea you mean to 
convey by saying that man was created in Christ, I am 
unable to determine. One thing however is certain, 
▼iz. that the evidence you adduce in support of this 
position is weak and inconclusive. The first passage 
you quote for this purpose, is Rev. iii. 14, where Christ 
calls himself, "the beginning of the creation of God.*' 
Wakefield renders the passage, "the chief of the crea- 
tion of God." If this be its meaning, it furnishes no 
proof that Jesus Christ was created before men. But 
it is probable that St. Paul means the same, by "the 
first born of every creature," that is meant by "the be- 
ginning of the creation of God." And this he explains 
by saying, "he is the beginning, the first born from 
the dead.^^X Here the apostle explains '*the first born 
of every creature," to signify "the first born from th4 

• Aton. p. 31. t lb. p. 31. 

X Col. i. 15, 18. 



LETTER n. 21 

deadf^ that is, the firit who was raised to immortal 
Wft* The passage therefore does not even prove that 
Jesus Christ was created before men. But if it should 
be fcranted that Jesus Christ was created before Adam, 
what has this to do with the point in question P If 
Christ was created before Adam, this furnishes no proof 
that Adam was created in Christ I presume it will 
be conceded that angels were created before men. But 
does this prove that men were created in angels P 
According to Moses' account, it will be seen that the 
beasts of the field, fowls of the air, and fishes of the sea 
were all created before men ; and it would follow from 
this, that men were created in the brutes, as clearly as 
it follows that men were created in Jesus Christ, from 
the position that he was the first of God's creation. 

Because it is said by Moses that man was created in 
the image of €h)d, and Christ is called by the apostle, 
"the express image of his person," you infer that man 
was created in Jesus Christ Now this argument rests 
entirely on the principle that the same word has invari- 
ably the same meaning in every connexion in which it 
may be found. But no man of sober sense will admit 
such a position. Should you admit this principle, it 
woald follow that Jesus Christ is the self-existent Jeho- 
vah, that Moses is the God of the universe, and that the 
Jewish rulers are the Supreme Being ; for the same 
names and titles are applied to Jesus, Moses, and the 
Jewish magistrates in some passages, which in others 
are applied to the Deity. It would prove that Jesus 
Christ is literally a lamb and a lion, a shepherd, a vine, 
a door, a star, and at the same time a stone. It would 
prove that Job aod Christ are one and the same being, 
for both are called Qodh servant. Nay, it would prove, 
diat the words, create and /orm, have the same meaning 
in the first and second chapters of Genesis, because 

3 » 
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thej are used synonymously in other passages, as will 
be shown below. Now I cannot believe that you will 
contend for a principle which will disprove every propo- 
sition, and leave you in scepticism. 

St. Paul, it is true, calls Christ the image of God, 
and the same Apostle says also that man is the image^ 
of God,* Now this passage proves as clearly that man 
was created in himself^ as you have proved that he was 
created in Jesus Christ ; and the former is no more 
mystical than the latter. If any person has discernment 
enough to understand what is meant by man's being 
created, that is, first brought into existence, in Christ, 
I presume that he can understand what is meant by 
man's being created in himself. For my own part, I 
can form no conception of either. According to your 
views of the subject, the idea I am opposing is a leading 
feature in revealed religion. You make use of this no- 
tion to account for the origin of evil, to explain the 
doctrine of atonement, to show the nature of salvation, 
and to limit the extent of punishment. Your views of 
the creation and formation of man are, therefore, the 
fundamental article of revealed religion. And can we 
suppose that an article thus important would be wrapt 
up in mystery to that degree, that not one in ten thou- 
sand can understand it? The declaration, that man 
was fir^t created in Christ, is to me utterly unintelligt- 
ble^ and I very much doubt whether any person what- 
ever can form any definite idea upon the subject If 
this be revelation, then revelation instead of enlighten- 
ing, tends to perplex, darken, and bewilder the human 
mind. The doctrine of two natures in man appears to 
be too mystical for belief. You object to the Trinitarian 
notion of two natures in Christ. You reject it because 
it is so mysterious that no definite idea can be formed 

• 1 Cor. xi. 7. 



LETTER II. 28 

upon the subject. But your doctrine is liable to the 
«amc objection. You regard the Trinitarian notion of 
two natures in Christ as a subterfuge to shield them 
from the arguments of their opponents. When any 
passage is quoted expressive of Christ's inferiority to 
the Father, they immediately say, this applies only to 
bis human nature. This course, you strictly condemn. 
But you make use of the two natures in man in the 
same manner. The parable of the wheat and chaff jom 
explain in the same way. The wheat signifies the 
Tieavenly, and the chaff the earthly nature.* 

To support the idea of two natures in man, you 
sometimes quote 1 Cor. xv. 45, 46, 47.t "The first man, 
Adam, was made a living soul, the last Adam was made 
a quickening spirit. Howbeit that was not first which 
is spiritual, but that which is natural; and afterward 
that which is spiritual. The first man is of the earth, 
earthy ; the second man is the Lord from heaven.'* 
Whoever will take the trouble to read this passage in its 
connexion, will be sensible that the Apostle was speak- 
ing of Christ and Adam, and not of the two natures in 
man. But for the sake of the case, we will admit that 
Paul was speaking of two natures in man. The passage 
then, instead of favoring your views, is directly opposed 
to them. You maintain that man was first created a 
gpiritual man, and afterward was formed a natural 
man. But the Apostle maintains the contrary. He 
gays, "That was not first which is spiritual, but that 
which is natural; and afterward that which is spirt- 
Itial." You contend that man was at first heavenly^ 
and afterward by formation, became earthly. But Paul 
was of another opinion. He says, «The first man was 
of the earthy earthy ; the second man was the Lord 
from heaven.^^ Your opinion is so directly opposite to 

• Aton. p. 119. t Notes on the Parablet| p. 17. 
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thatof the Apostle/that I shall offer no further comment 
upon the passage. 

By examining the two first chapters of Genesis, I can 
discover no ground for the distinction you attempt to 
make between the creation and formation of man. You 
assert that after man was formed of the dust of the 
ground, he was a "partaker of flesh and blood, and pos- 
sessed appetites and passions."* Now the propagation 
of our species certainly requires the existence of flesh 
and blood, and appetites. St. Paul mentions adultery 
and fornication as the works of the flesh.t Remarking 
upon this passage you say, ''These works, (i.e. adultery, 
fornication, &c.) are all the natural productions of our 
fleshly, earthly natureJ^^X Again ; "These are the sins 
which our fleshly minds are daily producing."§ Thus 
you acknowledge sexual intercourse to be the work of 
our fleshly, earthly nature. Without such intercourse 
our species cannot be propagated, and this work neces- 
sarily requires the existence of flesh and blood. Mow 
man in his created character, as you term it, was com- 
manded to propagate his species. As soon as man was 
created, he was commanded to "be fruitful and multi- 
ply," verse 28. Since procreation necessarily supposes 
the existence of flesh and blood, and bodily passions, 
the command to multiply in the created state, incontro- 
vertibly shows that they were in a condition to comply ; 
i.e. that they were composed of flesh and blood at their 
first creation. So that the distinction you make between 
creation and formation^ appears to be unfounded. For 
we have seen that man in his created state, as yotf 
denominate it, possessed those very appetites which 
you ascribe to flesh and blood, and attribute to hiH 
earthly nature. It is expressly said, that man was ere- 

* Aton. p. 31. t Gal. ▼. 19. 

% Leot. p. 74. I AtOD. p. 49. 
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ated male and /emaZe, verse 27. But I would ask, doet 
this distinction exist among spiritual beings P Have 
we any account in scripture of male and female souls f 
Does our idea of spiritual intelligences harmonize with 
the work of procreation — a work which necessarily re- 
quires fleshly organs ? Can we suppose — But 1 will 
drop this delicate subject. 

What is there, I demand, in the account of roan's 
first creation, which will not comport with a corporeal 
creation ? The same terms and phrases in the same 
connexion, are applied in common to men and to brutes. 
Must we understand that the brutes also were created 
spiritual ? It is said in verses 21, 22, that "God created 
great whales and every living creature that moveth, 
which the waters brought forth abundantly after their 
kind, and every winged fowl after his kind. And God 
blessed them, saying. Be fruitful and multiply, and fill 
the waters in the seas^ and let fowl multiply in the earth." 
Now this language is precisely the same as that made 
nse of to express the creation of man, and ought to be 
understood in the same manner. If the word create^ 
when applied to man to express his introduction into 
being, signifies that his existence is spiritual, and not 
corporeal ; then the same word in the same connexion, 
when applied to the brutes, ought to be understood in 
the same sense. There is no intimation in the account 
that this term has one meaning in one case, and another 
entirely different, in the other. After the fish and t 
fowls were created, they were commanded to be fruit 
and multiply, and fill the waters and the earth. Afte 
man was created, he was commanded to be fruitful and 
multiply, and replenish the earth. Now if the fact that 
the brutes could propagate their species, proves, as all 
will admit, that they possessed corporeal bodies, then the 
same fact relative to man, proves that he possessed a 
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corporeal body, and that, at his fir»t creation ; for im- 
mediately after his creation, he was commanded to 
multiply. If the phrase, be fruitful and multiply, when 
applied to brutes, is understood of a corporeal multipli- 
cation, then the sante phrase, in the same connexion, 
ought to be understood in the same sense, when applied 
to men, since nothing to the contrary is intimated in 
the connexion. If we. are allowed to interpret the same 
terms and phrases differently, when they are found in 
the same connexion, and when the subject does not re- 
quire, but absolutely forbids it, we can make the scrip- 
tures mean what we please. Men and brutes were 
created in the same manner ; and you must either ad« 
mit that the brutes were first created spiritual beings, 
or else give up this fundamental article of your system. 

Again ; you say,* <*After God had finished his work 
of creation, consecrated the seventh day, and rested 
from his labor, we are informed that there was not a 
man to till the ground. This information is reasonable, 
and authorizes me to say, that as man stood in his ere* 
ated character, which is Christ, the heavenly man, he 
was not at that time formed of the dust of the ground, 
was not of the earth, earthly, and therefor<e was not a 
tiller of the ground." The sentiment here expressed 
is diametrically opposite to the account given by Mo- 
ses. Instead of there being no man to till the ground, 
after the six days' work was accomplished, we are 
^'assured that no sooner was man created, than he was 

mmanded, not only to increase and multiply, but to 
replenish the earth and subdue it. I cannot expose 
your statement more efiectually than by giving the 
language of the historian. Verses 27, 28. "So God 
created man in his own image ; in the image of God 
created he him ; male and female created he them."t 

• A ton. p. 31. 

t Malt and female treated he them* The learned Dr. Shuck- 
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And God blessed them ; and God said unto them. Be 
fraitfu* and multiplj, and replenish the earth, and gub- 
4m it . ind have dominion over the fish of the sea, and 
9ver the fowl of the air, and over every living thing that 
pioveth upon the earth.'' 

Upon this passage let it be observed, that this is the 
^t account we have of the creation of man. Our first 
parents here stood in the created character, as you are 
plefised to call it fiut instead of their being spiritual, 
we find they were distinguished by sexes, and com- 
maqded to propagate their kind. Tou say after the six 
days' work was finished, there was not a man to till 
ih$ ground. But the langu^e of our historian is en- 
tirf^ly different He informs us that man was com- 
manded to replenish the earth, and ^hdue it, while in 
the character in which he was created. Subduing the 
earik is tilling the ground; and this, man was com- 
manded tp do on the first day of his creation. It was 
•Iso on th^ first day of his creation, that dominion was 
givf^p dim over the brute creation. This is another 
prgpf ti>at I9an was at first created with a corporeal 
bpdy. Will you pretend that the brute creation were 
put in subjection to man while he was entirely detached 
from matter* and only a pure spiritual intelligence ? 
Would such dominion be a blessing to spirits abstracted 
from all corporeal substances? The farthest from it 
possible. 

ford, in his elaborate connexion between Sacred and Profane 
Hktory, hat the following remarks upon these wonds. ^^The 
^ebrew words might be translated— lAe molt and the /emala^ hfi 
enaied them ; that is, he created both : not the male only, hot 
the female also. The words of Moses are very plain ; he tells ui 
tlial God on the sixth daj created the woman as well as the nan. 
He does not say that God created both at the same instant, nor 
in the same manner ; for this he distinctly considers in the next 
chapter. But he here hints to ss, that Ckld mad« both the male 
and the fejinaia within th^ fiate 9/ thia sixth day.*' Saa vol. IV. 
pp. 67| 68. 
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It 18 further evident, that our original ancestors were 
at first created corporeal beings, from verse 29-— ''And 
God said, (to Adam and Eve) Behold, I have given you 
everj herb bearing seed, which is upon the face of the 
earth, and every tree, in the which is the fruit of a tree 
yielding seed ; to you it shall b$ for meatJ^^ Here we 
find that God provided man with vegetables for his food. 
But will you absurdly maintain that beings purely spir- 
itual, feed upon vegetables ? No, you will not You 
say yourself, "\t does not satisfy the soul, her food is of 
a dififerent kind.'"*^ Thus from the first chapter of 
Genesis we are taught that man was at first created an 
earthly, corporeal being, and distinguished by sexes; 
that he was commanded to propagate his species, and 
cultivate the earth ; and that he might do this more 
effectually, God provided him with vegetables for his 
food, and gave him dominion over the brute creation. 

The gross mistake into which I conceive you have 
fallen, arises from considering the second chapter of 
Genesis a continuation of the history begun in the first* 
Instead of its being a continuation of the first chapter* 
it appears to be only an explanation or supplement to 
the same account. In the first chapter Moses has giv- 
en a summary account of man's creation ; in the second 
be has given the same account in detail. As the subject 
of man's creation was vastly important^ and as the ac- 
count of that event was more brief, according to its 
magnitude, than the account of other events, Moses 
thought proper to enlarge upon this subject, and inforia 
Qs of the manner of its accomplishment. Consequently 
in the second chapter he resumes the subject, and gives 
a circumstantial account of the creation of man. In the 
first chapter he tells us that man was made male and 
female ; in the second he informs us of the process. He 
isjs the male was made of the dust of the earth, and 

* Atoa. p. VL 
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animated by the breath of the Almighty ; and that the 
woman was taken from the man. In the first chapter he 
Informs us that man was commanded to subdue the earths 
in the second he gives tiie particulars. He says that 
God planted a garden, and put man into it, to dress and 
to keep it In the first he informs us that God gave man 
the trees and herbs for food ; and in the second, that 
man was permitted to eat of the trees of the garden. 
Let any unbiassed person read these two chapters with 
attention, and it would seem that he must discover that 
they both relate to the same event. Moses wrote as 
most of our military commanders write in these days. 
First by giving a summary of the event, and then by 
giving a detailed account of the same event. In this 
manner Moses wrote the history of man's creation; 
first by a summary, then in detail.-*^ 

Our historian commences the second chapter by say- 
ing, '^Thus," (that is, in the manner described in the 
first chapter) '*the heavens and the earth were finished, 
and all the host of them." In the second and third 
verses, Moses gives an account of God's ending his 
work, and consecrating the Sabbath. Here Moses ends 
bis summary or general account of the creation. You 
allege a clause in the fifth verse to prove that after the 
seventh day, there was not a man to till the ground. 
We readily admit that Moses declares there was not a 
man to till the ground. But he gives no intimation 
that this was after the seventh day. On the contrary, we 

• *'Th« first and second chnpters of Genesis," says Dr. Shack- 
ford, *'give us the whole of what Moses relates concerning the 
creation of mankind. Now we shall see that they accord perfectly 
with each other ; if we consider the iir»t chapter as giving a short 
and general account of (his great transaction ui^nd the second to 
be a resumption of the subject, in order to relate some particulars 
belonging to it, which, in the conciseness of the first relation, 
were passed over unmentioned." Connexion, Vol. IV. p. 67. 
««The second chapter is no more than a supplement to the foe* 
mer." lb. p. 71. 

4 
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have endeavored to show that the second chapter is only 
a supplement to the first. If this be the case, then the 
clause you cite, instead of applying after the seventh 
day, applies before. But let' us examine the passage 
itself, with a view to ascertain the time to which the 
clause in question alludes. The fourth and fifth verses 
read thus — "These are the generations of the heavens 
and of the earth, when they were created; in the day 
that the Lord Ood made the earth, and the heavens, sind 
every plant of the field before it was in the earth, and 
every herb of the field before it grew ; for the Lord Ood 
had not cauiied it to rain upon the earth, and there was 
not a man to till the ground?^ Now let us ask, when 
Was there not a man to till the ground P The passage 
shall answer. In the day that the Lord made the hea- 
vens and the earth, the plants and the herbs. By turn- 
ing to the first chapter, it will be seen that the plants 
and herbs were created on the third day ; and that man 
was created on the sixth day. So it was true that 
there i^as not a man to till the ground on the day in 
which the plants and herbs were created ; for man was 
not created until the sixth day, that is, three days 
later. Thus we see that the fifth verse of the second 
chapter does not furnish a particle of proof in favor of 
your hypothesis ; but, when taken in its connexion, goes 
directly to confirm the views we have advanced. Will 
you still maintain that this passage applies after the 
first week of the world, when the subject, the context, 
and every rational consideration forbid it? I think you 
will not. 

I know of no argument which you adduce in proof of 
your hypothesis, which has not been examined, except 
the one founcTed upon the words, create and form. Be- 
cause Moses in the first chapter uses the word create^ 
and in the second the word /orm, you take it for granted 
that these terms express ideas entirely dififerent frbm 
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each other. But we have already endeavored to show 
that the same is meant bj creating in the first chapter, 
that is meant by forming in the second. The subject 
and connexion put the same meaning upon both terms. 
I have already shown that the word create is, in the first 
chapter, applied to the brutes as well as to men ; and if 
it necessarily signifies bringing into spiritual existence, 
in one case, it roust signify the same in the other. Nay, 
the argument you draw from these terms to. prove that 
roan possesses two natures, the one spiritual and pure, 
the other earthly and sinful, proves that the brutes also 
possess two such natures. Moses, it is true, says in 
the first chapter of Genesis, that God created man, and 
in the second chapter, that he formed him. And he 
says precisely the same concerning, the brute creation. 
Chap. i. 21. "And God created great whales, and every 
living creature." Chap. ii« 19. "And. out of the ground 
the Lord Grod. fcfrmsi* every beast of the field, and 

mals are said to huve been created in one chapter, and 
formed in the other ; and if tliia circumstance i*elative 
to man proves that he possesses two distinct and diissim- 
ilar natures, it proves the same concerning the brutes. 
But will you contend that the brutes possess two dis- 
tinct natures, the one immortally pure, the other sinful? 
I think you will not You will probably admit that 
when Moses, in the second chapter, says the Lord formed 
the bruteSj he alluded to their being brought into exist- 
ence, which is expressed in the first chapter by the 

* Dr. Shuokford has the following remarks upon the word 
formed. "We say formed^ in the perfect tense ; but the Hebrew 
perfect tense is often used In the sense of a preterpluperfect to 
speak of things done in a time past. The Sjriac version is rightly 
rendered, God had formed ; for the creatures were made before 
man.^^ Thus our learned author understands the word form to 
bav« the same meaning as the word creo/e in the two first chap- 
ters of Genesis. See Connexion, Vol. IV. pp. 67—71. 
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word create. If this then is the sense relative to the 
briital, it is undoubtedly the sense relative to the human 
creation. Besides, in the second chapter it is expressly 
said that the woman was made. "And the rib, which 
the Lord Gud had taken from the man, made he a wo- 
man, and brought her unto the man," verse £2. It is 
manifest from this passage that Moses has expressed 
what you call the formation of man by the word make, 
a word which is certainly synonymous with create. You 
contend that man was created in the image of God. But 
when the divine Being addressed Noah after the flood, 
and fixed the penalty of murder, he assigns this as a 
reason : "For in the image of God made he man."* Here 
it is expressly said that man was made in the image of 
God. And Moses, as we have seen above, declares that 
the woman was made from the man. Hence it is appa- 
rent that the distinction, for which you contend, was 
unknown to our historian. And if we inquire into the 
d^ripture m% of the terms create and form, we shall 
find that the sacred writers use them to signify one and 
the same thing. When speaking of men, they use these 
words promiscuously to express their introduction into 
being. They pursue the same course, when speaking of 
inanimate nature. The Lord by the prophet says, "I 
form light, and create darkness; I make peace, and 
create evil."t It is obvious that the words, create and 
form, are used synonymously in this scripture. It is 
also worthy of remark, that God is represented in the 
first chapter of Genesis, to have created that very light, 
which he is here said to have /ormed. In a great variety 
of instances, God is said to have created the heavens 
and the earth. But the psalmist expresses the same 
thing by the word form. Addressing his Maker, he 
says, "Before the mountains were brought forth, or ever 
thou hadst formed the earth or the world, even from 

• Gen. is. 6. t Isa. xlv. 7. 
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everUsting to- everlasting thou art God.*'* The earth 
itself, therefore, is said to have been created in one pas- 
sage, and formed in another. But shall we maintain that 
the earth possesses two natures ? that it was first created 
spiritually, and then that the earth wm formed of the 
dust of the earth ? This would appear like trifling with 
the subject, but it appears to me to be just as consistent, 
as the distinction you make between the creation and 
formation of man. 

I think, Sirj that a person must have a strong inclina- 
tion for the marvellous, to discover your favorite dis- 
tinction in the two first chapters of Genesis. Even you 
yourself, when this part of your system is out of sight, 
admit the views for which I am contending. You ac- 
knowledge that our bodily appetites were created. Your 
words are : "Our appetites and passions are at all times 
with us : and they are all good in the place for which 
ihey were made, and for the use for which they were 
created.'t In this very Lecture, you maintain that all 
appetites and passions are a part of our earthly nature ; 
and you. here expressly say that these appetites were 
created; consequently the creation and formation of 
man are one and. the same thing. In fact, I know of no 
distinction which you can make between the words, 
create and form. You would probably explain the 
word form to signify to eompose, to organixe, or put 
together of materials which are already in existence. 
And I would.ask, what different sense you can put upon 
the word create? You cannot say it signifies to make 
out of nothing ; for you do not allow such a creation4 
So upon the whole I very much doubt whether you can 
pat any signification upon the word /orm, which will not 
apply equally to the word create. 

We have now examined the two first chapters of 

• r8<xo. 2. t Leot, p. 79. X Aton. p. 90. 

4 * 
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Genesis, on which you found your notion of two natures 
in man, and find no authority for its support. We have 
seen that there is no more evidence that man was created 
in Jesus Christ, than there is that he was created in him- 
self; that the two first chapters of Genesis allude to 
the same events ; that there is no more proof that men 
were created spiritual beings, than there is that the brutes 
were created such ; that what is ascribed to man in the 
first chapter, is as indicative of a corporeal body, at 
what is ascribed to him in the second ; that the words 
create and form have one and the same meaning in Mo- 
ses' account, and that on your system it is hardly possi- 
ble to give them different significations ; that all your 
arguments prove too much, and of course prove nothing 
at all ; — In a word, that your whole scheme of two dis- 
tinct, complex natures in man, is nothing but a phantom 
too mystical for belief. 

Having shown that the idea of two natures in man, 
the one created and pure, the other formed and sinful, is 
unfounded, we will now inquire further into the truth of 
your repeated assertion, that all sin originates in the 
JUsh. Though you lay this down as an axiom, it is a po- 
sition which is by no means admitted. Before attending 
to this particular, we will observe, that this is a neces- 
sary part of the two natures in man. This grows out 
of your notion of the formation of man. If what has 
been offered againi^t that visionary idea be valid, the 
point we are now upon, is already decided. Every ar- 
gument which weighs against one, opposes the other. 
Now we ask proof of the assertion that all sin originates 
in the flesh. This assertion, though constantly made, is 
not accompanied with evidence. You will probably say^ 
that sin arises from lust, and lust originates in the flesh. 
To this let it be replied, that lust, or temptation, self- 
considered, is not vicious. It is no crime in me that an 
evil suggestion presents itself to my mind. It is the 
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assent of the mind to the suggestion, or the resolution 
to commit the act, which constitutes the criminalitj. 
The bodj is a mere instrument in the hands of the mind» 
if f may so express it. An act of the body, considered 
by itself, is neither virtuous nor vicious. It is the mo< 
tive or disposition of the mind, which gives the character 
to the act. Take away the motive of the mind, and the 
act has no more character, either good or bad, than the 
drawing of the breath, or the motion of the eyelids. 
This is the common sense of mankind ; this princi]>la 
is ever admitted in all courts of justice. 

If sin lies in the act of the body, then the surgeon who 
amputates, is as guilty as the felon who breaks a limb 
of his victim, and the sheriff is as guilty tis the mur- 
derer he executes. But there is no end of examples of 
this nature, all of which shdw the absurdity of the 
principle I am opposincr. It is so obvious that sin lies 
in the motive of the mind, and not in the act of the 
body, that it seems a waste of time to labor this point 
any further. You yourself, when your system is out of 
view, contend for the principle [ here advocate. When 
opposing the infinity of sin, you say, "It will be granted 
on all sides, that no action, unconnected with design, 
ought to be considered sin ; it is then an evil intention 
that constitutes an evil action. For instance, a man 
exerting himself to the utmost of his abilities to save 
the life of his neighbor, accidentally takes his life; the 
consequence is not the guilt of murder, but a heart- 
aching grief for the loss of his friend. Again, a man 
exerting himself with all his ingenuity and strength to 
Ukc the life of his neighbor, misses his intention, and 
saves his life from immediate danger ; the consequence 
is not the approbation of a good conscience for having 
saved the life of his neighbor, but condemnation for 
having designed his death, and perhaps mortification in 
his disappointment By these instances the reader may 
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see that no act can be determined to be morally good 
or evil bj the consequences which follow, but only by 
the disposition or intention which the actor possesses, 
when the act is doneJ^* Again you say, "The fact is, 
the moral distinction between virtue and vice, is the 
difterence between meaning well and meaning evi^.''t 

In these passages you declare in the most unequivo- 
cal manner, that every moral act proceeds from the 
evil intention, disposition, or motive of the mind, and 
not from the act of the body. According to your con- 
fession, an act is criminal, not because it was suggested 
by any bodily appetite, but because the motive of the 
mind was evil. You say that an act can be determined 
to be good or bad, <<only by the disposition or intention" 
of the act^r ; and this you lay down as an established 
principle, which "will be admitted on all sides." Thus, 
Sir, when your mind is free from the bias of system, we 
find you advocating views which appear rational and 
self-evident to every reflecting man. You ascribe alK 
moral actions, and consequently all sin, to the evil dis- 
position of the mind. And if all sin proceeds from the 
evil intentions of the mind, then surely it does not pro- 
ceed from the appetites of the body. As it is unphilo- 
sophical to admit of any effect without an adequate 
cause, so it is equally unphilosophical to ascribe any 
effect to more than one adequate cause. So after ascrib- 
ing every sinful act to the evil disposition of the mind, 
it would be absurd to ascribe it to any other cause. 
Once more; you ascribe sin to ignorance. Your words 
^re these — "Ignorance was and ever is the cause of sin.''^ 
I will not in this place attempt to show the impropriety 
of this statement, but will observe that ignorance, as 
far as it is any thing, is a state or condition of the miMd, 
nn^ not of the body. Knowledge is a mental acquisi^ 

• AiMiM pp. 21« 2^ t U. Mag. vol. IV. p. 153. 

t Lect. p. 10. 
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tion, and as ignorance is the opposite of knowledge, so 
it must be a state, not of the body, but of the mind. 
Hence sin cannot proceed from the body. 

Perhaps you may say, though the immediate cause of 
sin may be the evil design or motive of the mind, still 
its more remote cause may be the wants and appetites M 
the flesh, for without these no evil action would be com- 
mitted. This does not affect the argument in the least. 
For if the wants and appetites of our nature move us to 
action, this action is not sinful till such a character is 
given it by the motive or intention of the mind. We 
are free to acknowledge, that the wants of our nature 
move us to action, and this activity is a duty. Our 
wants then on4y impel us to action, and were it not for 
the evil disposition of the mind, we should act aright. 
For instance, the appetite, hunger, prompts us to obtain 
food, but it does not prompt us to steal. Theft is sug- 
gested by the evil disposition of the mind, and not by 
hunger ; for hunger would have been as well satisfied 
with the food obtained lawfully, as with that got by 
stealth. The most that can be said of our appetites, is, 
that they impel us to action ; but whether the act is 
good or bad, depends entirely on the intention of th$ 
aetor. If an act be criminal, because its remote cause 
is the wants and appetites of our nature, then all actions 
are criminal ; for in a certain sense all actions proceed 
from the wants and imperfections of men. These re- 
marks will meet your approbation ; for you say, <^The 
roost distant of the immediate causes of sin, are the 
same as the most distant of the immediate causes of 
virtue.'' After instancing a case of two laborers, one of 
whom made a bad, the other a good use of his earning, 
you add; *'The reader may see that those two men acted 
equally alike from their natural wants, appetites, and 
passions. Had neither of them any wants, appetites, 
or passions, neither of them would have done any thin^ 
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at all. Therefore we see that want, appetite, and pas- 
sion in one produced virtue, and in the other, vice; but 
still the more immediate causes were not the same in 
both persons."* 

Here you admit that sin arises from our appetites and 

«S3ions no more than virtue. Good actions arise from 
e flesh in the same sense that bad ones do. So far, 
then, as actions proceed from the wants and appetites of 
our nature, so far they possess no moral character; so 
far they are neither virtuous nor vicious. The same 
earthly nature which produces one, produces the other 
also. But you say, **the immediate causes are different." 
True, but what are these immediate causes? They 
cannot be our appetftes and passions ; for you acknow- 
ledge that these produced virtue in one person. If 
appetites and passions produced virtue in one> and vice 
in the other, then they could not be the sole cause of 
either. There must be some other cause which renders one 

«»««xiotr guou, una tncother oaa. Ana wnat is tins cause r 
You have confessed that it is the disposition or moUve 
of the mind^ and that only, which renders an act vidoiu. 
Thus it will be seen according to your own confession, 
that sin does not arise from the flesh, any more than 
virtue, and that all sin is produced by the evil disposi- 
tion or motive of the mind. After the arguments I 
have adduced, and these concessions on your part, what 
becomes of your numerous assertions, thata^Z sin arises 
from the fiesh? Will you still maintain that idea, and 
continue to contradict what you have said in these 
passages ? 

But there are various other arguments which might 
be alleclged to confute this notion. If vice lies in 
temptation or the possession of appetites, then Jesus 
Christ was a sinner ; for the Apostle testifies that he 
was tempted in all points as we are, and yet without 

• Aton. pp. 41, 42. 
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sin.* This tezt furnishes ns with demonstrative evi- 
dence that sin lies not in temptation or the possession 
of appetites, but in something else. And what can this 
be ? It is an evil disposition, which Jesus did not pos- 
sess* Christ was without sin, because no evil disposi- 
tion existed in him. Thus we see that temptation 
makes no part of sin. Sin lies wholly in the disposition 
of the mind. Again, if the soul is always pure, how 
shall we introduce the Christian doctrine of reger^era- 
Hon? Surely you will not pretend that it is the body, 
which is to be regenerated. 

When you maintain that all sin originates in the flesh, 
you imply that the soul is always pure, and free from all 
moral defilement. This is not only implied by your 
statement relative to the source of all iniquity, but you 
expressly state that the soul is eternal and immortally 
pure. This is no misrepresentation of your views. 
For when you argue that there can be no sin after the 
body is destroyed, the whole strength of • the argument 
rests upon the principle that the soul is always pure in 
itself; and when you assert that all sin arises from the 
fiesh, you virtually say that the soul is not sinful. And 
this you confirm by saying directly that the soul is im- 
mortally pure. And further; the distinction you attempt 
to make between the creation and formation, goes directly 
to show that you believe man to be pure in his spiritual 
or heavenly nature. You have recourse to man's for- 
mation to account for the existence of moral evil. These 
things then show us plainly that you maintain that the 
9oul is always pure. I will however do you the justice 
to admit that you have, in many instances, contradicted 
this ; but still this does not affect what you have plainly 
stated in other parts of your writings. 

I will lay this down then as a leading article in y6ur 
scheme, that - Ae soul is always pure. You admit that 

* Heb, if. 18. and iv. 15. 
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the soul, spirit^ and mind signify one and the same 
thing."*^ Now we have already seen that you admit that 
all sin arises from the evil intention of the mind or souL 
How then can you pretend that all sin arises from the 
flesh, and that the soul is immortally pure, and at the 
same time insist that the evil intention of the soul alone 
produces every vicious act P You tell us that the soul 
is immortally pure, and then tell us in the very next 
breath, that "the powerful vibrations of the fleshly na- 
ture immediately absorbed his mind, (that is, his soul) 
he sought to the carnal man for food, eat and died."t 
Again you say, *<When the creature-like nature leads 
the whole man captive, it is then that the soul is in a 
state of unreconciliation and death ; but when the hea- 
venly child whispers heavenly invitations to the soul, 
the soul immediately ceases to confer with flesh and 
blood.^^X You say the mind is the soul, and yet you say 
again and again, that the carnal mind is the source of all 
evil, and constitutes the deviL§ Thus, Sir, does the soul 
of man, which you represent immortally pure, become* 
according to your own acknowledgment, absorbed by th» 
flesh; nay, it confers with the fleshy becomes unrecon- 
ciled and dead, is the source of all evil, and constitutes 
the devil/ 1 It is rare that we find a gentleman of your 
talents and reputation as an author, contending thus 
warmly both for and against the same proposition. 

I am almost tempted to distrust my own senses, while 
examining what you have said upon the subject. At 
one time all sin arises from the body, at another from 
the mind, and then from ignorance ; at one time the 
soul is always pure, at another it confers with the flesh ; 
now it is heavenly, and then constitutes the devil. These 
adverse statements, and the distinction between the 
creation and formation of man, constitute a leading 

• Aton. p. 32. t lb. p. 33. 

f Atou. p. 129. » Aton. Lect, bo. ^. 
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feature in your "Treatise wi AtonriTient ;'' a work 
which has been highly compliincnte<i, at.d ;)ronounced 
nn '^excellent and unanswerable work.-'* 

We will now inquire uliether the sciij.tu res counte- 
nance tl\e sentiment that all sin oiigiuati's in the flesh. 
8t Paul exhorts his followers to put on the whole armor 
of God ; "for," says he, "we wrestle nut au;ainst flesh 
and blood ; but against ppincipalities, airaini^t powers, 
against the rulers of the darkness of this world, 
against spiritual wickedness in high places '"t In this 
passage the apostle represents spiritual wickedness as 
the west powerful foe to which man is exposed, and 
flesh and blood the most feeble. He exhorts us to put 
on the whole armor of God, and then assigns the reason 
why we must take to ourselves this powerful armor. 
For, that is, because we wrestle not agaiiL^t flesh and 
blood, those weak and feeble enemies, but against spiri- 
tual wickedness, that most potent of all foes. Jn this 
passage St. Paul represents spiritual wickedness as vast- 
ly more dangerous than flesh and blood united. Again, 
the apostle speaks of our walking in wickedness, •'fulAl- 
ing the desires of the flesh, and of the wiiwrf." f To the 
Corinthians the apostle speaks of spiritual corruption. 
He exhorts them to cleanse themselves from all "filthi- 
ness of the flesh and spirit.^-^ In these passages, does 
the apostle teach your doctrine, that all sin arises from 
the flesh? He does not; he speaks of spiriUiul cvrrirp" 
tion, and the lusts of the mivd ; nay, he represents spir^ 
iluaf wickedness, as the greflf^sf enemy to virtue and 
happiness. St. Paul to the Romans speaks of the lusts 
of the flesh. But we have already seen that the same 
apostle frequently speaks off spiritual wickedness, filthi- 
ness of the spirit , and lusts of the mind. From theaa 

* See Kneeland^s Lectures, pp. 71, 96. 

t Eph. vi. 11, IS. X Eph.^. 3. 

I S Cor. vii. 1. 
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passages it is clear that he believed in the soul or spirit'n 
being corrupted. And can we suppose that the apostU 
has taught elsewhere, that all sin is confined to the flesh, 
in contradiction of what he has said in these passages ? 
Besides, in the seventh and eighth chapters to the Ro- 
mans, a portion of scripture on which you rely in no 
small degree to support your hypothesis, the apostle 
explains what he c2l\\» the Jlesh to signify the carnalmind. 
In chapter viii. verses 5, 6, 7, 8, the apostle says, "For 
they that are after the Jlesh, do mind the things of the 
Jlesh ; but they that are after the spirit, the things of the 
spirit. For to be carnally minded is death ; but to be 
spiritually minded is life and peace. Because the car- 
nally mind is enmity against God ; for it is not sub- 
ject to the law of God, neither indeed can be. So then 
they that are in the Jlesh cannot please God." Here it 
is manifest that by the Jlesh, St. Paul means the carnal 
mind. He says "they that are in the Jlesh cannot please 
God." But how does he support this position ? He 
infers it from the statement he had already made, viz. 
"the carnal mind is enmity against God." The apostle's 
argument therefore is this ; — they that are in the Jlesh 
cannot please God, because the carnal mind is enmity 
against God.* Now unless we admit that the apostle by 
the Jlesh meant a wicked and depraved mind, we destroy 
the whole force of his argument, and make him reason 
very inconclusiyely. Thus does the apostle ascribe all 
sinfulness, not to literal flesh and blood, but to an evil 
disposition, or corrupt mind, 

St. James says, "Every man is tempted, when he is 
drawn away with his own lusts and enticed. Then 
when lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin ; and sin, 
when it is finished, bringeth forth death."* Though you 
quote this passage to support your favorite hypothesis,! 

• James i. 14, 15. t Le<?t. p. 73. 



LETTER II. 4^ 

nothing can be more foreign to jour purpose. Two con- 
siderations clearly show that the passage does not favor 
your views. 1. The Apostle says we are tempted by 
lusts. But he does not say that these lusts are the lusts 
of the flesh. We have already seen that the sacred wri- 
ters speak of the lusts of the mind, or spiritf as well as 
lusts of the flesh ; and I have the same authority to say 
that these lusts are the lusts of the %on\, that you have 
to say they are the lusts of the body. 2. But if it could 
be proved that the lusts alluded to, are the lusts of the 
body, it would not yield you that assistance you want. 
We have already seen that lust or temptation, self -con- 
sidered, is not vicious. A man may be tempted, as Christ 
was, and still be innocent. The passage says, ''lust, 
whm it hath conceived, bringeth forth sin." Here we 
learn that lust does not bring forth sin till after concep- 
tion, i. e. the mind must assent and unite with the 
temptation, before any evil act can be performed. It is 
the assent of the mind, therefore which produces the 
sinful action. Were it not for the assent, or ralher 
suggestion of the mind, men might be tempted, and this« 
instead of rendering them criminal, would confirm their 
virtue. Hence the Apostle says in the context, "Blessed 
is the man that endureth temptation." Thus does St 
James confirm the views I have advanced relative to the 
source of sin. "^ 

But it matters not where sin originates ; if the soul 
participates and becomes an accomplice with the body, 
as you have acknowledged again and again, it is sinful ; 
it is corrupt, and the dissolution of the body can render 
it neither holy nor happy. It is a maxim of truth, that 
the partaker is as bad as the thief. And if the soul ac- 
quiesces and becomes an accomplice with the body, it is 
as culpable as though sin originated in the soul itself. So 
if it could be proved that all sin originates in the flesh, 
it would not afford you any relief. Bui ti^ di^iysA.^,^^ 
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constrained, to niak« ihU c 'nccs^ion. For we have al- 
rea^ly seen that ti.is r,;^ii;;.i is di'stitute of scripture or 
reason for its su^^pnt^ ; ih'.i n iuvoivos msiuy difficulties, 
and IS at:kiiouk(I;:"f'i bv vf.w.u'lfto be unfounclei!. 

To expos?e ^M nr b^stiai shll further, we will for a mo- 
ment admit it to be true. But if the soul is always pure, 
and if the destruction of this earthly house exempts the 
soul from sufferinir, then salvation consists simply in 
throwing off the body. This you state as an article of 
your faith. *'God has revealed his divine and glorious 
purpose of bringing man buck from his formed state, and 
under the law of the earthly Adam, to his original ere* 
ated state, forever to be under the governing power of 
the law of the heavenly constitution.''* Here then we 
•ee in what your salvation consists. It consfsts in bring- 
ing men back from what you call their formed state, to 
their created state. And how is this to be effected ? 
Only by the death of the body. But where, I demand^ 
are we told in the scriptures, that this is the salvation 
Christ came to eifect? Can any such passage be produ- 
ced i I say there cannot. It ought also to be remarked 
that no man can be saved by Jesus Christ. Our Savior 
when on earth did not effect a complete salvation in any 
one. Even his own disciples, with whom he associated 
about three years, were iiot saved by him. Salvation 
jou assert consists in being brought back from the form- 
ed state. Now on your system, the body owes its exist- 
ence to the formation of man ; and in order to bring man 
from this formed state, this body must be destroyed. 
Now inasmuch as Jesus never did, nor never will des- 
troy men's lives, he can never be their Savior. He says 
himself that the Son of n»an is not come to destroy men'^s 
lives, but to save them.t In this passage it is expressly 
aaid that Christ did not come to destroy merits lives* 

* Aton. p. 141. t Luke ix. 5, 6. 
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This, according to your system, must mean that he did 
not come to save men ; for we have already seen that no 
man can be fully saved without destroying the body. I 
do not intend to misrepresent your views. I will there- 
fore admit that on your plan Jesus Christ may do some- 
thing towards eflfecting the salvation of some; those 
who hearken to his instruction in this world, may de- 
rive some good from his gospel ; but still they are not 
completely saved by Christ. As all sin originates in 
the earthly formed nature, which is the body, so the 
most effectual and the principal means of deliverance 
from sin, is to destroy this earthly body. Complete 
salvation therefore cannot be effected without the des- 
truction of the body. So Christ cannot be a complete 
Savior to those who hearken to his instruction in this 
world. And as it regards those who never hear of his 
gospel, or obey its requirements in this world, they are 
not saved by Christ at all. Since on your system all 
men are in a degree saved by death, and the salvation 
of most men is effected wholly by the dissolution of 
the human body, the declaration of Jesus that he came 
not to destroy men's lives, amounts to a plain declara- 
tion that he did not come into the world to save sin- 
ners ! If salvation is effected by the death of the body, 
dien Alexander, Csesar, or Napoleon, might be called 
Saviors with much more propriety than Jesus; for they 
have slaughtered, (i. e. **hr ought back to their created 
state,^^) millions of human beings, but Jesus never 
slaughtered one* 

You assert that as all sin originates in the flesh, so 
when the body is destroyed, tliere can be no more sin, 
and consequently no more suffering. Now the whole 
strength of this argument rests upon the principle, that 
all sin originates in the flesh — a principle which is by no 
means admitted, and which ought not to be assumed with- 
out proof. Besides, we have already attempted^he coa« 

5* 
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futation of that position, how success fully 48 submitted to 
the reader. But if what has been offered in opposition 
to that doctrine be valid, this argument has been already 
refuted. Hut we will admit it true, and then notice 
some of the consequences. Now it requires no supe- 
rior discernment to discover that in this method of salva- 
tion, Christ has no agency. If men are exempted from 
suffering necessarily from the dissolution of the body, if 
death translates (hem to a state, where pain is excluded 
of necessity, and happiness must be their portion, they 
are saved not by Christ, but by death. It is the immu- 
table law of animal nature, that every thing which comes 
into the world, must suffer dissolution, and return to its 
kindred dust; and in the operation of this law of na- 
ture, Christ has no more agency than he has in the revo- 
lution of the earth upon her axis. If Christ exercises 
a saving power in tiie dissolution of the animal frame, 
then he is the Savior of the human, no more than of the 
brute creation. In what sense, I demand, is Christ the 
Savior of the heathen on your system ? He does not 
save them in this world, for they never hear of him ; he 
dues not save them in the next, for death places them 
beyond the reach of pain, and brings them to the fruitioa 
of glory. They are saved by death, i. e. by a physical 
law of their nature ; and if Christ had never made his 
appearance, their situation would have been precisely 
the same that it now is. I need not inform you that all 
who are saved, are saved by Jesus Christ, while the 
Scriptures expressly assure us that there is no other 
name than that of Christ, whereby we can be saved, and 
that there is salvation in no other. 

Now on your scheme, instead of all men's being sav- 
ed by Christ, he is the Savior of but a part of mankind. 
Were you a believer in the Vicarious Atonement, you 
might ing^ome degree extricate yourself from this dilem- 
ma; bu%with your present belief you are destitute of 
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that forlorn hope. Now bj far the greater part of man- 
kind on^our system are saved by death, which has 
generalij been considered the destroyer, rather than 
the Savior of men. The heathen and ali who die im- 
penitent, are broii:;ht to the fruition of boundless feli- 
city at the momont of death ; and that not because they 
have repented of the sins they have committed— not 
because they have exercised genuine faith in the Lord 
Jesus — not because tliey have obtained that knowledge 
which is life eternal — nay, not because Jesus was ap- 
pointed as a Savior; but because they have been slain 
by a law of nature in which Christ has no agency. I 
might go still farther, and say, as no man is fully saved 
or brought from his formed state, while in the body, so 
Christ is not, in strictness of speech, the Savior of any 
human being, but all are saved by a physical law of na- 
ture. Your position that dt^ath frees the soul from sin, 
supersedes the means of the gospel. The Scriptures 
assure us that unless we repent, and are converted, we 
cannot enter heaven. But what has repentance to do 
with the sal vatioti of multitudes on your scheme? If 
death places a man beyond the reach of pain, and in- 
troduces him into heaven, there is no repentance in the 
case. He is saved, not because he has repented of bis 
gins, but because death has snatched him to glory. 
Thus do your views appear to set aside the scheme of 
salvation by Christ. 

To avoid this difficulty, perhaps you may say that 
men are not saved by death, but by divine instruction 
imparted by Christ after death. Then let us hear no 
more of the boasted assertions, that the soul is neces- 
sarily happy at death ; that our appetites and passions 
being destroyed, sin and its consequences must neces- 
sarily cease ; and that death places us beyond the reach 
of pain. If men are saved by being instructed after 
death* the main ground of the controversy is chan^Qd^ 
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mnd the arguments on which you have mostly relied, 
given up. If this position is urged, the oth€ll|rviz. that 
death places us beyond the reach of pain, is relinquished. 
Now I ask proof of the assertion, that Christ will in- 
struct all sinners in a moment at death, in such a man- 
ner as to c^ualify them for immediate felicity. J ask 
for one single text which asserts that men, who die in 
confirmed wickedness, will be totally changed in the 
instant of death ; raised from the lowest state of moral 
corruption to that of immaculate purity. If men are 
saved by being instructed after death, then they do not 
escape all misery in a future state ; for a process of 
instruction necessary to quality the mind for the enjoy- 
ment of happiness, must of course, require a period of 
time for its accomplishment; and during this period the 
creature must be more or less ^happy. An infinite 
mind may grasp infinite knowledge in a moment ; but 
finite minds are incapable of this. They obtain their 
knowledge by degrees. It requires but little know- 
ledge of the human mind to know that all information 
is acquired in a gradual manner by finite beings as we 
are. This remark will meet your approbation ; for you 
say, "I would further argue, that, as man is constituted 
to enjoy happiness on moral principles, to the know- 
ledge of which principles we comejby degrees^ it is as 
reasonable to believe that all men were intended to ob- 
tain a consummate knowledge of the moral principles 
of their nature, as that any of Adam's race were."* In 
this passage you admit that a consummate knowledge 
of moral principles is requisite to qualify the mind for 
complete happiness, and that this knowledge is acquired 
in a gradual manner. 

Again you say, '*Man exists on such a principle as 
renders him capable of improving in knowlege and 

r 
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happiness, which he obtains by experience. We send 
our children to school for the purpose of iearnini; that of 
which they are ignorant ; and it is hf degrees that those 
sciences are obtained. Men begin their moral existence 
in the same way — but as fast as thnj become taught, thejr 
conform to the divine rules of their Master."* Here 
again you admit that men are saved b^^ knowledge which 
is gradually acquired, being obtained by experience, in 
the same way in which children obtain a knowledge of 
science^ and that men conform to their divine Master 
no faster than their knowledge increases. According 
to your own acknowledgment, therefore, men cannot be 
completely happy, till they arrive at consummate know- 
ledge; and this must require a considerable period of 
time, for you assert that this knowledge is acquired by 
degrees, Now, Sir, to affirm that those who die in con- 
firmed ignorance and wickedness, will be consummately 
wise and perfectly pure the instant after death, is to 
speak without scripture authority, and to contradict 
every just principle of philosophy, and your own ex- 
press declaration. That men will be thus instantly 
changed at death in a moral point of view, the scriptures 
give us not tiie least intimation. Beside, this view of sal- 
vation is the reverse of that taught in the scriptures. 
The sacred writers assure us that without faith it is m- 
possible to please God, for whatsoever is not of faith is sin,f 
But if the vilest sinners are brought in an instant into 
the presence of God, where they must possess divine 
knowledge, it entirely excludes the exercise of faith. 
"Faith," says an Apo.^tle, **is the substance of things 
hoped for s the evidojice of tilings not seeK."t Since 
faith is the substance of things hoped for^ it supposes 
that those things are not already in our possession. In 
this manner the Apostle reasoned upon this subject. 

• Aton. pp. 190, 191. t Rom. xiv. 23. Heb. xi. fl. 

^ Ueb. xir 1. 
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"For," sajs he, "we are saved by hope; but hope that i§ 
seen, is not hope ; for what a man seeth, why doth he 
yet hope for? But if we hope for that we see not, then 
do we with patience wait for it."* Again, as faith is the 
evidence of things not seen, it would be absurd to tell of 
men's exercising faith in an object already in their pos- 
iiessiou. Thus would your views exclude the means of 
the gospel, aud^ introduce men into heaven in a way of 
which the scriptures are totally ignorant. 

But probably you are ready to say that men are saved 
by the resurrection, and consequently by Christ. Be it 
•o. This, however, is giving up bothUhe other positions 
on which 1 have been remarking. For if men are saved 
by the resurrection, they are not saved by death's slop- 
ing their career of wickedness ; not by being instructed ; 
and 1 may add, not by faith and repentance. That this 
is a position which you sometimes take^ may be seen by 
the following quotations. "The Apostle did not believe 
in a state of sin and misery after the resurrection, but 
a glorious state of life and immortality ."t "It seems 
more proper to say that the resurrection into im* 
mortal Vi(e effected the preparation for eternal felicity ^^ 
In fact, it is a common saying with you that there can be 
no suffering after the resurrection. But let us attend 
closely to this subject for a moment. I wish to inquire 
when this resurrection takes place. The principal 
scripture you cite in proof of a resurrection, is first 
Corinthians, fifteenth chapter. The resurrection, accord- 
ing to this passage, is to take place or commence at 
ChrisVs coming. Now I will submit it to you to say 
when this coming of Christ did, or will take place. If 
you say it alludes to his^rsi cuviing, or to his coming at 
the destruction of Jerusalem, then it will follow that all 
men in all ages were raised to immortality at that period, 

* Rom. viii. 24, 25. t Lect. p. 94. 

f Go9. Visit. Vol. II. p. 188. 
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thouj^h it were hundreds of years l>erore those now Hir- 
ing, had a being! But with ali the absurdity attendant 
upon this view of the subject, future punishment is by no 
means avoided. If men were not raised to immortality 
until Chrisfs comings then the old world, and Sodom, 
Korah and his company, Pharaoh and his host, and 
multitudes of others may have remained in suffering for 
a long series of years, between death and the resurrec- 
tion. Again, if the resurrection is future, thousands 
may now be unhappy, being as yet destitute of salvation. 
Should you, to avoid this difficulty, contend that they 
may be made happy before the resurrection, I reply, 
then they are not saved by the resurrection, and the 
position now before us falls to the ground. The posi> 
tion that men are saved by the resurrection, must apply 
to all men, or else it is nothing to your purpose ; for if 
all are not saved by it, then some may remain in misery 
after the resurrection, and so your notion of no future 
punishment must be given up. To answer your pur- 
pose, then, it must apply to all men. And this resur- 
rection by which all are to be saved, must be either 
past or future. If it be past, then it involves the .absur- 
dity that many thousands of human beings were raised 
to a state of immortality, hundreds of years before they 
had any existence ! And if it be future, then many may 
be in misery at the present moment, though they have 
been dead for thousands of years. So in either case, it is 
far from yielding you that assistance you want. 

I know not how you can extricate yourself from these 
absurdities, unless you unite with the visionary Sweden- 
borg, and maintain that each man is raised at the mo- 
ment of death. This I think is the only course you can 
adopt. For the views you have advanced, relative to 
the soul of man, forbid your saying with the materialist,^ 
that there is no existence between death aud IVk^ t^v^* 
rection. I do not remember having seen a:a^ vii^XaxL^^ 
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in which you have directly advocated the notion of an 
immediate resurrection, thnuj^h in some cases you seem 
to suggest such an idea.^ But in opposition to an imme- 
diate resurrection, we will urge the 15th chapter of first 
Corinthians. St. Paul through the whole chapter speaks 
of the resurrection as a future event. But if each man 
is raised at death, the resurrection was past as well as 
future. The Apostle also represents Christ as the first 
fruits, or as he expresses it elsewhere, "the first born 
from the dead,'*^\ But if every person is raised at death, 
Christ is far from being the first who arose from the 
dead ; for thousands have arisen before him. St. Paul 
assures us thflt the resurrection is to take place at 
ChrisVs coming. Now let this coming be when it may, 
it evidently alludes to some particular period, and con- 
sequently the resurrection cannot take place with every 
man at his death. And further; the Apostle assures us 
that when the dead are raised, those who are alive on 
the eartli, shall be changed to immortal beings. Hence 
it is demonstrably evident that the resurrection is yet 
future. Again: on the day of Pentecost St. Peter cites 
from the Psalms a passage expressive of the resurrection, 
which he applies to Jesus Christ. To show that David 
could not apply this passage to himself, the Apostle in- 
forms us that David had not yet ascended, i. e. had not 
arisen fi-om the dead.} Thus it may be seen that the 
resurrection does not follow immediately upon death* 
St. Paul to Timothy speaks of certain impostors who are 
filled with profane and vain babblings, and who have 
erred from the truth, saying, "the resurrection is past 
already.^^^ It is not at all probable that these impostors 
pretended that men then living were raised from the dead ; 
their only meaning, we may presume was, that those wh« 

* U. Mag. Vol. It, Dialogue between a Lim. and a Uniy. 
t Col. i. 18. ± Acts ii, 26—34. 

'# JSTjui. H. 18. 
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had departed this life were raised. So that their heresj 
amounts simply to the doctrine* that men aro raiB^d at 
death. But if each person is raised at death, the resur- 
rection is past as much as future, and these apostates 
were not far from the truth. From these considerations 
it appears that the resurrection is a future event. Je- 
sus Christ himself, though he did not see corruption, did 
not arise on the day of his death. We challenge the ex- 
hibition of a single passage which says that each man is 
raised at the moment of death. And if this should be 
granted, it would profit you nothing ; for Jesus declares 
that some shall come forth to the resurrection of damna' 
tioiu Therefore, if you say with the apostates of old, 
that the resurrection is already past, or if you say it is 
present or future, I think you will do well to get rid of 
all the difficulties i have mentioned. 

1 have now examined the three positions on which you 
ground your doctrine of immediate happiness for all men ; 
viz. 1. that men are saved by throwing oft' the body. 2. 
that they are saved by being instructed after death, and 
3. that they are saved by the resurrection. But on either 
ground, we have seen that faith and repentance, those 
indispensable prerequisites for heaven, are entirely ex- 
cluded. Besides : these positions are at variance, one 
with the other. The moment you advance either of 
thes6 positions, you renounce both the others. Thus if 
you say that death frees the soul from all pollution, you 
in reality say that men are not saved by being instruct- 
ed, nor by the resurrection. If you say that men are 
saved by being instructed after death, you confess that 
they are not freed from sin and qualified for heaven 
by throwing off the body, nor by being raised from the 
dead. And if you say that men are saved by the resur- 
rection, you admit that neither the dissolution of the 
body, nor divine instruction, fits the soul for the enjoy- 
ment of bliss. And yet you urge each of these posidons^ % 

6 
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together, as though they were in perfect unison with 
each other ! 

But perhaps you will attempt to maintain a consist- 
ency by saying that you predicate your views, not on 
either of these positions separately, but on all united. 
This then, is confessing that neither of them separately 
is sufficient to support your system ; so that all argu- 
ments resting upon either position alone, are not to be 
admitted as full proof of your views. This reduces 
your proof to a chain of three links, each of which 
must be sounds or the chain is broken. Now if any 
flaw can be found in either of these links, the chain is 
broken as effectually as tho every link were destroyed. 
And all that we have urged against these positions sep- 
arately, will apply with equal force, if they were united. 
This ground then is only subjecting you to greater 
inconveniences ; for instead of having one position to 
maintain, you have three. This perhaps may induce 
you to rely upon one only. But remember that when- 
ever you urge either of the positions, you renounce both 
the others. 

I have now closed my examination of your sys- 
tem, and what has been offered is submitted to the 
reader. If I have effected what I attempted to effect, 
i. e. to show that it has no support from scripture or 
reason, but is in opposition to both ; that it is inconsis- 
tent with itself, and acknowledged by yourself to be 
unfounded, it must surely fall. It is hardly necessary 
to examine your arguments, for if the foundation on 
which they rest is sapped, their force is entirely obvia- 
ted. But as you have several arguments which you 
keep constantly in view, I will examine them at large 
in the next Letter. 

Yours, &G. 
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Examination of Mr, BaUou^t arguments. 

RBV. AND DEAR BROTHER, 

As was proposed in m j last, I will now attend to some 
of the principal arguments on which you rely for the 
support of your system. The first argument I shall no- 
tice is this ; — ^Ss sin and misery are inseparably connect* 
edt and as there unll be no sin after deaths so there can be 
no punishment. That this is an argument on which 
you rely, will be seen by the following. **As sin had its 
origin in flesh and blood, and as no intimation is given 
in the scriptures, that sin ever was or ever will be com- 
mitted out of flesh and blood, we venture to hope that 
sin will never exist after this present mortal state shall 
close.''* This quotation will justify the argument stat- 
ed above. And although there is a taking plausibility 
in this argument, and those of your views place great 
dependence upon it, still I trust that it can be made to 
appear that it is as false^ as it is specious. 

Upon this argument we remark — 1. This argument is 
founded upon the principle that all sin originates in the 
flesh, and that death saves the soul. 3ut in the preced- 
ing Letter, it has been proved from scripture, reason, 
and your own acknowledgment, that all sin arises from 
the evil disposition or intention of the mind, and not 
from the flesh. We have also seen that if death qual- 
ifies a man for heaven, he is not saved by Christ, but by 
a^physical law of nature. This has been stated at large 
til my last, to which the reader is referred. And if 
what is there advanced be conclusive, then this argu- 
ment is already refuted. For if the foundation be des- 
troyed, whatever rests upon that basis must fall. .^jH^ 

* U. Mag. Vok III. p. 150. See also Led. v^. \4^*iAa. 
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2. The argument before us is also founded upon the 
principle, that all criminality ceases as soon as the sin- 
ful act is performed ; a principle repugnant to the scrip- 
tures, and the common sense of mankind. No man is 
- a sinner until he has committed sin, and unless the 
/criminality outlives the act, then guilt is as momentary 
.as the act. And hence all punishment inflicted in this 
world, is cruel and vindictive, if it continue one mo- 
: ment after the crime is perpetrated. This principle 
would destroy all society, and fill the world with rapine 
/ and blood, should it be reduced to practice. Human 
r laws cannot take cognizance of an act until after it is 
I committed, and if criminality ceases with the act, then all 
; punishments inflicted by human laws are unjust and cru- 
I el ; then human laws are engines of oppression, and ought 
i to be repealed. Thus, Sir, would this principle destroy 
all government and law, and introduce a state of general 
anarchy and confusion. But this principle, dangerous 
as it is, is the basis on which your argument rests. 

The divine law, it is true, is not thus confined. That 
can punish us in the perpetration of the crime as well as 
afterwards. But tho the divine law can and generally 
does punish the sinner in a degree, while in the act of 
transgression, thousands of instances can be produced 
in which men are punished by the divine law long after 
the commission of the crime. You contend that Cain 
was punished for the murder of his brother by being a 
fugitive and vagabond in the earth ; but was ail this 
inflicted upon him while in the very act of murder? 
Surely not. When treating upon the blasphemy against 
the Holy Ghost, you say, "For nearly eighteen hundred 
years the Jews have wandered in outer darkness in con- 
sequence of thi9 blasphemy, and how much longer they 
are to continue in this unhappy situation, none but our 
merciful Father in heaven knows.'"*^ Here then, instead 

* Lect. p. 144. 
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of limiting the criminality to the time in which the act 
was committed^ you continue the punishment, and con- 
sequently the guilt, for ages of ages, even upon their 
innocent offspring. With what propriety, I demand, 
can you maintain that it would be unjust to punish a 
man in a future state, who is taken out of time in the 
very act of murder, when you insist that the poor Jews 
have already been punished nearly two thousand years, 
for a crime of which they were innocent and knew no- 
thing — a crime in which they had no agency — commit- 
ted hundreds of years before they had a being ? But to 
return — In the case before us, you acknowledge that 
the guilt does notecase with the act, but continues hun- 
dreds of years. 

In your devotions you undoubtedly use that model of 
prayer left us by our Savior, and say, ^'Our Father, 
which art in heaven, /or^ire us our sins,'*^ By this you 
acknowledge yourself a sinner, though you are not in the 
perpetration of any sin. You will acknowledge that 
prayer is a duty, and by laying your confessions and 
petitions before God, you are in the discharge of this 
duty. But still, while in your devotions, that is, while 
faithfully discharging your duty, you confess yourself to 
be A sinner ; a sinner in consequence of sins committed 
before that period. Thus you acknowledge that criminal- 
ity outlives the act of committing sin. You confess that 
a man may be a sinner after the sinful act is commit- 
ted, though at the time he may be performing an act of 
virtue. As in the case of prayer, so in other cases, a 
man, though then in the line of his duty, may be a 
sinner in consequence of sins committed before that 
time. You acknowledge that sinfulness outlives the 
sinful act, and thus admit a principle which saps the 
foundation of your argument* 

The term sir signifies not only the act of wickedness, 
iMt the evil disposition which prodactA. SX« VQ>dk ^^ 
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corruption or depravity which it continues upon the 
mind. A person who has formed a design to murder^ 
is as much a murderer at heart, as though the crime 
were committed ; and if he cherishes a murderous, that 
is, a hateful disposition after he has taken life, he is as 
much a murderer then, as he was while in the commis- 
sion of the crime. £verj man^ who has committed sin, 
is a sinner, and will always retain that character, until 
he repent. If I committed murder ten years ago, I 
am considered and treated as a murderer at the pre- 
sent day, by him who knows the thoughts and intents 
of my heart, unless I have repented and reformed. And 
a man who goes out of the world in the "perpetration of 
such horrid crimes, will be a murderer in a future 
state, unless it cap be proved that he reforms in the 
instant of death. But you say a man cannot be a sinner 
after he has ceased sinning. I reply ; a murderer con- 
fined in a dungeon, has not only ceased from murdering, 
but is in a situation, where perhaps, he can commit no 
actual transgression. But does this render him holy ? 
Is every wretch to be regarded as a saint, simply be- 
cause he has no opportunity of pursuing his villanies ? 
The principle you advance proves this, or else it is noth- 
ing to your purpose. But perhaps you will say that by 
ceasing from sin, you mean not only ceasing from actual 
transgression, but from a sinful disposition, and de- 
praved feelings. To this I reply, 

S. This is a mere begging of the question. For if sin 
and misery are inseparably connected, then to say there 
are no sinners in a future state, is precisely the same as 
to say there is no punishment there, which is no argu- 
ment, but a bare assertion and a begging of the question. 
Sin and misery being inseparably connected, if it can 
be proved that men wjll be punished in a future state, 
it will follow that they are sinners there. There is no 
need oC actual transgression in a future world, to consti** 
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tute men sinners in that state. If they die in a state of 
alienation from God, they are sinners after death, though 
they may commit no actual sins in that stute. We 
shall endeavor to prove hereafter that men will be pun- 
ished in a future worlds and proving this will prove 
that men retain sinful characters in that world. 8t. 
Peter says, the Lord knoweth how to reserve the unjust 
unto the day of judgment to be punished. Thus it may 
be seen that men may commit sin in this state, and be 
reserved to a future state to be punished. 

But your ar^ment, if admitted, would prove too much, 
and consequently prove nothing. It weighs as much 
against future happiness, as against future misery. Vir- 
tue and happiness are as closely united as sin and mise- 
ry. Were I desirous of proving that there would be no 
future happiness, I could adopt your argument in all its 
force. Thus — as virtue and happiness are inseparably 
connected, and as all benevolent actions, such as feed- 
ing the hungry, and clothing the naked, are confined to 
this state, so there can be no happiness after death. 
By this argument, future happiness can be disproved as 
clearly as future misery. The scriptures give no more 
account of virtuous actions being performed in a future 
state, than they do of vicious ones. W"e have no account 
of relieving the distresses of mai kind in a future state, 
and according to your argument, there can be no happi- 
ness in that state. If you say that virtue may exist in 
principle in a future world, notwithstanding there 
maybe no opportunity to perform benevolent acts ; it is 
replied, the same may be said of vice. Your argument 
above is frequently presented in a philosophical dress, 
thus ;— Sin is the cause of misery ; the cause ceases at 
death ; the effect, therefore, must cease at death also.— 
We have already shown that sin lies in the motive or 
disposition of the mind, and not in the act of the body. 
Now to saj that this evil disposition cea&^ %1 &^^^A^ 
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assuming the point at issue. Let it be proved that the 
mind becomes pure in an instant at death, and the con- 
clusion will follow with some degree of propriety. But 
upon this argument I will remark ; — The very idea of 
cause and effect, supposes the effect posterior to the 
cause. The signification of the terms proves this. To 
say then that the effect must cease the instant the cause 
ceases, is destroying all ideas of cause and effect. 
There may be many intervening causes between the^rsi 
cause and the final effect That which is the effect in 
relation to the first cause^ becomes the cause to the fol- 
lowing effect To assert^ therefore, that the final effect 
will cease in an instant with the first cause, is unphilo- 
sophical in the extreme. That this may appear clear, 
I will instance a case. Suppose a person's flesh is lace- 
rated at the whipping-post. Now the rod may be 
considered the first cause of the pain. But will the 
pain cease the moment the rod is withheld ? Your argu- 
ment proves this, or else it proves nothing to your purpose. 
But the fact is, there is an intervening cause between 
the rod and the pain. The wound which is the immedi- 
ate effect of the rod, becomes the proximate cause of 
the pain ; and this pain will not cease with the first 
cause, but will continue until the proximate cause be 
removed. Now in the dispute between us, sin is the 
cause of misery, but there are intervening causes ; sin- 
ning depraves the heart, and thus depravity or guilt 
must be removed before the misery will cease. We 
have now examined your argument, and have seen that 
its whole strength rests upon a position which is assum- 
ed without a particle of proof, but in opposition to the 
scriptures and your own confession ; that it involves 
principles which would overthrow all civil government ; 
and that it disproves future misery no more than future 
happiness. 
Your next ai^ument which I shall notice, is drawn 
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from the promise to Abraham. You say, "The promise 
made to Abraham is the substance of the gospel. But 
in this promise there appears to be no intimation of the 
doctrine of future punishment. If it be necessary for 
the Christian to believe in the doctrine of future punish- 
ment, why was it not equally necessary for the father of 
the faithful to embrace this indispensable article ?'"^ 
Your argument, briefly stated, would be this ;^There 
can be no punishment after death^ because it is not threa- 
tened in the promise to .Abraham, This, I confess, is a 
new and strange argument. No future punishment, 
because it was not mentioned in the promise to Abra- 
ham ! We might as well say, there is no future happi- 
nes, because it was not mentioned in the woe pronounced 
upon Judas. We do not expect to find the extent of a 
retribution clearly stated in those passages which treat 
exclusively upon some other subject. But in the pro- 
mise to Abraham there is nothing said of punishment in 
this world, but shall we conclude from this circumstance 
that men are not to be punished here ? But you appear 
to think that every truth contained in the gospel dispen- 
sation, must have been made known to Abraham. But, 
Sir, it is impossible for us to decide a priori, what God 
ought to have communicated to Abraham. We have 
no positive information that Abraham had a definite idea 
of the nature of the blessing promised, or of the suffer- 
ings, death, and the resurrection of the Savior by which 
this blessing was to be effected. And I might adopt 
your language anil say. If this he necessary for the Chris- 
tian to believe, why not for the father of the faithful f 

The promise in question overlooked all the means, 
and spoke of the end. It says that all nations shall be 
blessed. But it does not mention the process by which this 
blessing is to be effected. But although the means are not 
alluded to in the promise, St. Paul tells us that they are 

* Chi, Visit. Vol. II. p. 109. 
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to be blessed mt\i justification through faith,* By this 
passage we learD that the promise to Abraham included 
means^ tho those means were not stated in the promise 
itself. And who can say that a future disciplinary 
punishment was not one of those means P The Lord 
revealed to Abraham more than is recorded by Mo&res, 
or he did not. If he did not, then Abraham was igno* 
rant of many truths which have been made known to 
Christians by the gospel. And it is no more absurd to 
suppose that Abraham might be ignorant of the doctrine 
of future punishment, admitting it true, than that he 
was ignorant of other truths which are brought to light 
by the gospel. But if the Almighty revealed more to 
Abraham than is recorded by Moses^ who knows but that 
future punishment was also revealed to him ? We shall 
endeavor to show in the sequel that the Jews were believ- 
ers in a future punishment, and it is altogether probable 
that Abraham did not differ from the rest of the nation 
in this respect, especially as they looked to him as their 
guide and director. 

But after all, the promise to the fathers cannot be well 
understood without admitting a future discipline. The 
promise asserts that ail nations shall be blessed in Christ. 
And as many nations became extinct before the appear- 
ing of Christ, it is manifest they were not blessed in 
Christ in this world ; and hence the blessing must ex- 
tend into a future state. If the inhabitants of the old 
world, for instance, were translated to glory by the 
flood, they were saved by death, and not by Christ For 
it would be absurd to say that Jesus Christ, after his 
appearing in the world, saved those who had been in hea- 
ven two thousand years. It appears therefore, that the 
promise before us overlooked all the means, and conse- 
quently future punishment among the rest, and spoke of 
the final consummation of the gospel ; and that the old 

♦ Gal. ill. 8. 
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worlds for example, will receive a chasAisement after 
death, before they will come into the enjoyment of the 
blessing. This is clearly taught in St. Peter's account 
of Christ's preaching to the "spirits in prison," which 
will be treated of in a subsequent Letter, to which the 
reader is referred. 

The next argument which claims our attention is 
drawn from the case of Adam^ Cain, the old world, So- 
dom, Rorah, Pharaoh and Judas.^ The argument ilrawn 
from these examples, is this : — in all these cases, though 
punishment was inflicted, there is nothing said of punish- 
ment after death ; hence there is none. As all these 
cases furnish precisely the same argument, we shall 
treat them together, or rather select one as a specimen. 
I will therefore call your attention to the case of Sodom. 
'Tis true that there is no intimation in the nineteenth 
of Genesis, where Sodom's destruction is treated of, 
that the Sodomites would be punished after death. But 
are we authorized to infer from hence that no such pun- 
ishment awaited them P If the silence of these scriptures 
on the subject in question, be evidence that there is no 
future punishment, then the silence of the same scrip- 
tures on the subject of future existence, is evidence that 
there is no existence after death. Thus does your argu- 
ment, on which you rely with no small share of confi- 
dence, disprove a future state of being, as much as it does 
a future state of punishment. But perhaps you will say 
in answer to this, that punishment was the theme spok- 
en of, and if punishment in a fbture state awaited them, 
it is natural to suppose that it would have been mention- 
ed, whereas the duration of man's existence was foreign 
to the subject. To this I answer, the punishment, as in 
the case of the old world, Sodom, Korah, and Pharaoh, 
was to terminate their earthly existence. This rendered 

• Leot pp. 8, 311, 315, 316, 317, 319. Goi. Visit. Vol. II. 
p. 190. 
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the duration of existence a theme in view« as much as 
the duration of punishment. And as man's earthly exis- 
tence was ended by this punishment, it is as natural to 
suppose that a future state of being would have been 
mentioned, if it were true, as that a future punishment 
would have been mentioned, if that were true. Endless 
existence is certainly a subject of as much importance 
as a future limited punishment; and destroying man's 
earthly existence would seem to cut off a future existence 
much more naturally, than punishment in this world 
would cut off punishment in a future state, endless ex- 
istence being admitted. And as these scriptures are 
silent upon future existence, it is natural to suppose 
that they might be silent upon future punishment. And 
this silence in (he one case, proves as much as in the 
other. It destroys a future state of being as much as a 
future state of punishment 

But probably you will say, that it is derogatory to the 
character of God to admit that his children are exposed 
to a punishment of which he has given them no intima- 
tion. It would argue cruelty on the part of the Deity, 
if he should punish Cain, Sodom, &c. in a future state, 
when he had given them no intimation that such was 
the penalty of his divine law. To this we reply, any 
argument however plausible it may appear, must be 
given up, if it contradicts plain matters of fact. Now 
your argument is this; that God never punishes his 
creatures with any punisljment, without first informing 
them that such a punishment would be inflicted in case 
of transgression. But this statement is contradicted by 
' sober facts. Cain was punished by being a fugitive and 
\ a vagabond in the earth, and Sodom by being destroyed 
' with fire from heaven, when neither Cain nor the Sodom- 
ites had any intimation beforehand that such would be 
their punishment in case of transgression. But though 
the Lord gave them no particular intimation that such 
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would be their punishments in case of transgression, yet 
these punishments were actually inflicted. And if God 
could inflict these punishments without giving any pre- 
vious intimation of them, he could inflict a punishment 
in a future state, and one would not impeach his charac- 
ter any more than the other. Thus do the very cases 
before us furnish a sufiicient answer to your argument. 
But if the old world, Sodom, K.orahj and Pharaoh 
were introduced immediately into heaven, then they 
were saved by death, and not by Christ; so that the 
declaration that Christ is the Savior of the worlds 
must be used in a restricted sense. In relation to the 
old world, St. Peter informs us that they were in prison 
in the days of our Savior ; and with reference to the 
Sodomites, the same Apostle says, that they were re- 
served to the day of judgment to be punished. But 
these passages will be considered in a future Letter. 
Most of the cases you have mentioned, instead of oppo- 
sing a future retribution, show the propriety and need of 
such a measure. Take Sodom for example. Though we 
are taught that there were not ten righteous persons in 
that city, still I presume you will agree with me that 
this was spoken with reference to adults, and not to 
infants. There were in all probability many innocent 
infants in that city. But according to your views these 
little innocents were punished as severely as the great- 
est adults in wickedness. And among those who are 
denominated wicked, there was in all probability a con- 
siderable difference in their characters. Some were of 
course much more vicious than others. But they all 
fared exactly alike. One common destruction befel 
them all. Now as God has declared that he will re- 
ward every man according to his works, it is manifest 
that unless a future retribution takes place, the inhab- 
itants of Sodom are not dealt with according to their 
moral characters. The same remark ViW «^Y^T ^^^ 

r 
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Pharaoh and his legions. Though the scriptares assure 
us that Pharaoh was obstinate and bard-hearted, we have 
no reason to believe that all his troops possessed this 
character. But still they were destroyed as well as he. 
Since the virtuous and the ^cious were destroyed alike, 
it argues the necessity of a retribution beyond death. 
Besides, in the case of Sodom, Korah, and Pharaoh, their 
only punishment was instant death. But do you regard 
temporal death as a punishment for sin P No, you do 
not. Tou maintain that temporal death results from a 
mortal constitution, and is no punishment for sin.* The 
Sodomites, &c. would have suffered temporal death, if 
they had been as virtuous as the Apostles of our Lord. 
So that according to your own acknowlctlgment, they 
were not punished at all. Their deaths, instead of be- 
ing more aggravating than ordinary, were more easy. 
They were taken away in a moment. Their destruction, 
therefore, was no punishment at all;. but in fact, was a 
means of rendering their departure out of time more easy 
than it would have been, had they been virtuous. Now 
with what propriety can you call that a punishment for 
sin, which, in fact, you maintain is na punishment, and 
which lessens the pains of temporal death, and intro- 
duces men into heaven much quicker than they would 
otherwise have been ? 

But according to your views^ while these abandoned 
wretches were thus rewarded (I say rewarded, for sure- 
ly that cannot be called a punishment, which lessens the 
pains of death, and introduces men sooner into heaven,) 
for their iniquity, the righteous were left in this state 
of affliction. .The Lord then was as merciful, nay he 
was vastly more merciful to the wicked than to the 
righteous. Thus if ail men are introdjjced into hea- 
ven at death, then the inhabitants of the old world were 
snatched to immediate felicity as a reward of their 

♦ See Led p. 93. Aton. p. 59. 
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wickedness &nd the righteons Noah was left in this 
world of woe ; then the wicked Sodomites were cursed 
with immortal glory, and the just Lot was blessed with 
pain and distress ; then the rebellious Korah was in- 
stantly conveyed to heaven, and those who were obedi- 
ent were left in the desert; then the hard-hearted Pha- 
raoh and his oppressive legions were translated in an 
instant to the paradise of God, and the oppressed Is- 
raelites were left to wander in the wilderness ; then the 
treacherous Judas was introduced into glory by suicide, 
and so arrived at heaven sooner than his Master. 

Perhaps the above paragraph may sound harsh to some 
of the abettors of your system, but on close examina- 
tion I think they will find it a plain, undisguised view 
of your system in relation to these cases. I have re- 
viewed the paragraph with attention, and acknowledge 
that I do not see^ but that it is the legitimate offspring 
of your .belief. Your discernment will enable you to 
discover that the jwrtrait is just, though the visage may 
appear a little repulsive. At any rate, if it can be shown 
that these consequences do not follow from your views 
of^ these cases, I will pledge myself to retract them. 

Another example from which you draw the same ar- r* 
gument, as in the above cases, is the threatenings de- ] 
nounced upon the house of Israel under the law. But 
as this example contains several ideas not found in the 
other cases, I have thought proper to reserve this for a 
separate consideration. You say that all the threaten- 
ings denounced upon the Jews, in the law of Moses, 
were confined to this state of being. In the twenty- 
sixth of Leviticus, in particular, we have a long, cir- 
cumstantial account of the judgments which were threa- 
tened upon the Israelites, and these are said to be ac- 
cording to their sins, and yet are all confined to the 
earth.* The argument is briefl-y this ; — there can be no 

• Lect. p. 303. Sermon on 1 Peter iv. 1*7, \^. p. ^^ &g. 
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.punishment after death, because the judgments threat- 
• ened in the law are temporal. Now this argument, if it 
proves any tiling, proves that there can be no happiness 
after death ; for all the blessings in the law are tempo- 
ral as well as the judgments. You say yourself, "It is 
I worthy of special regard, that the divine promises and 
threatenings, recorded by Moses and the prophets, with 
which God was pleased to signify his approbation of 
righteousness, and his disapprobation of sin, relate to 
blessings and punishments, which have been enjoyed and 
suffered by the house of Israel in the earth. For their 
encouragement the Lord promised them all manner of 
temporal blessings; and as a terror, he threatened them 
with all manner of temporal calamities.^ 

Here then we have your acknowledgment that the 
law is as silent upon future happiness, as it is upon 
future misery; and if this silence proves any thing 
relative to future misery, it proves the same with regard 
to future happiness. And it is not a little surprising 
that you and those of your sentiment should insist so 
much upon an argument, which, instead of supporting 
your system, overthrows your system, and Christianity 
with it. If we inquire into the nature of Moses' law, 
we shall find it a civil or political institution. It was a 
temporal institution introduced for the benefit of the 
Jews as a nation. Now as the ritual of Moses was 
nothing more than the civil or political government of 
the Jewish nation, it is natural to suppose that its pen- 
alties would be of a temporal nature. Temporal or 
political sanctions are the best suited to temporal or 
political institutions.t Since the Mosaic law was a 

• Lect. p. 303. 

t Dr. Tappan offers the following, among other reasons, whj 
temporal rewards and punishments were the best adapted to the 
lloeaic economy. 

1. ^^There was no need of incorporating with the Jewish ritaal 
a new and express revelation of a future state ; because such a 
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political or civil code, we may naturally suppose that its 
penalties will be of a temporal nature. But what has this 

state had already been notified to the world bj nature and reason, 
assisted by early revelation and tradition, and had also been dis- 
covered to the Hebrews by special commanications made to their 
pious ancestors. Agreeably, the belief of the soaPs immortality, 
and of future rewards and punishments, was iaterwoven with the 
idolatrous system of the ancient heathen. On this principle they 
deified the souls of their eminent men, and consulted the dead. 
The same general belief appears to have been early and constantly 
entertained by the Hebrews. SauPs effort to obtain counsel from 
the spirit of departed Samuel, was founded on this belief. The 
Jewish law proceeds on this principle in forbidding necromancy 
and consulting the dead. 

3. ^^As this law was ceremonious and temporary, it was fitly 
enforced by temporal rewards. As it was given chiefly in pursu- 
ance of the peculiar covenant made with Abraham and his seed, 
a covenant which insured to them the land of Canaan, and great 
worldly prosperity in it ; we plainly see that sanctions best suited 
to this covenant were temporal blessings or judgments, iu the 
country which Jehovah had thus granted them. 

3. ^^These temporal sanctions directly struck at the root of 
idolatry, and destroyed its principal support. For it was the 
leading sentiment of those early times that worldly prosperity was 
inseparably connected with a strict observance of their idolatrous 
rites, with a devout worship vf the stars, of demons, of tutelar 
deities, and that a contempt of these gods, or a violation of their 
institutions, would be punished with temporal calamities. Even 
the Israelites, as appears from their history, were deeply infected 
with this vain and pernicious idea ; and this was the main s(Arce 
of their frequent relapses into idolatry. To eradicate this fatal 
error, it was necessary that their divine Lawgiver should denounce 
and inflict the same penalties on those who deserted his worship, 
which were supposed to follow the neglect of the paglin deities ; 
and that he should promise and conspicuously grant the opposite 
blessings to those, who, abjuring their former idolatry, acknow- 
ledged and obeyed him as their only Sovereign ; in short, that he 
should hold up full evidence, that he was the sole Dispenser both 
of good and evil. This was to destroy idolatry with its own wea- 
pons ; it was to tear away the grand props on which it rested, 
and to transfer them to the opposite side, viz. to the support of 
that allegiance, wbioh is exclusively due to Jehovah. 

4. ^4f the rewards and punishments of a future life had been 
annexed to the Hebrew ritual, this would naturally have led the 
Jews into a superstitious or exclusive regard to ceremonial duties, 
as if these alone oould expiate moral guilt, and procure everlast- 
ing happiness.'' Lectures on Jewish Antiquities, pp. 23, 24, 89, 
90, 297, S98. 
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to do with the doctrine of future punishment ? The law 
of Moses did not even teach a future state of existence, 
and it would be downright contradiction to admit that 
the law was enforced by penalties extending into a 
future state, when the law did not reveal such a state. 
But the silence of a civil code on the subject of future 
punishment, is no argument against such a punishment. 
The laws of our country do not extend their penalties 
into a futute state ; but can we conclude from this that 
there is no future retribution ? Because our legislators 
do not aflBx to the laws thej enact, a penalty extending 
into a future state, would it be just to conclude that they 
are not believers in punishment after death ? Surely 
not. You will readily grant that a great majority o.f our 
law-makers have been believers in. a future retribution, 
notwithstanding all the penalties which they have affixed 
to their laws, have been temporal. Now may not this 
be true of Moses and the children of Israel, as well as of 
men in our own state and nation? They might believe 
in a future state of punishment, though their civil law 
said nothing upon the subject; and there would be no 
more absurdity in their case, than there is in ours. Sup- 
pose a person should attempt to disprove future punish- 
ment by the fact that the laws of Massachusetts do not 
extend their penalties beyond death, I presume you 
would regard the argument as weak and inconclusive. 
But to me it appears just as cogent as the argument you 
draw from the law of Moses. 
But you say, Moses declared that this punishment 
^; .should be according to their sins. Whoever will examine 
r,the twenty-^ixih chapter of Leviticus, will be sensible 
^' that all the promises and threatenings therein contained, 
relate to the Jews as a nation<f and not as individuals. 
They were to be punished by discomfiture in battle, by 
famine, by being driven from their own land, dispersed 
among the heathen* &c. The very nature of these 
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judgments shows that they were TiafionaZ judgments. It 
would be absurd to admit that every individual was 
justly and equitably punished by such calamities as are 
mentioned in this passage. Take famine, for example* 
Who would suffer the most by such a judgment ? Not 
the most vicious, but those who are in the most indigent 
circumstances. Now it is very far from being the case 
in any nation, that the most wealthy are the most virtu- 
ous. It most generally happens that those who possess 
an overgrown fortune are the most vicious. It very fre- 
quently happens also, that their wealth is the offjjpring 
of their wickedness ; that their fortune is acquired by 
dishonesty and oppression. And on the other hand, we 
find in every country some of the most virtuous charac- 
ters among the industrious poor. Now in the case of 
famine, it is manifest the poor would suffer the most 
severely. While the virtuous man, who is in indigent 
circumstances, is famishing for food, the rich man, who 
obtained his fortune by oppression, has bread enough and 
to spare. Thus it will be seen that such calamities are 
very far from being an equitable retribution upon every 
individual. A judgment of this nature may be perfectly 
just^upon us as a people, but as individuals, it is far from 
being according to our demerits. 

The same may be said of war. Though it maybe a 
just punishment upon the nation, as a nation, it does not 
measure its penalty to every individual according to his 
moral character. Suppose we as a nation, should be- 
come corrupt, and God should permit the savages of the 
wilderness to overrun our country, and practise their 
accustomed mode of warfare. Now it is manifest that 
there would be some virtuous and good people among 
us, though as a nation, we were corrupt. But every 
person of common discernment must see that this judg- 
ment, though it might be just upon us, as a people, Would 
not be apportioned to the demerits of every person. 'th% 
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ini&ocent women and children would in all probability 
suffer most They, being the most helpless, would be 
the first to fall a prey, while the most abandoned of the 
citizens would perhaps escape their ferocity. Nay, the 
most unprincipled of all, would probably join with the 
barbarous foe, and imbrue their hands in the olood of 
their innocent countrymen. This has ever been the case 
when a nation has been overrun with a savage enemy. 
Some unprincipled wretches would join the enemy, and 
thus escape in a great measure, those cruel sufferings 
which the patriotic soldier and innocent female would 
be called to endure. Thus we see that such calamities 
do not fall upon every individual according to the degree 
of his moral turpitude. And as we have hinted before, 
when a pinching famine reigns in a land, the laws of 
equity are at an end, being superseded by the law of 
power. The strong will seize upon the possessions of the 
weak, and thus the daring wretch has enough and to 
spare, while the innocent and defenceless are famishing 
with hunger. These remarks must appear just to every 
person who has any knowledge of national calamities. 

Now the Jews may experience those national calam- 
ities which are mentioned in Leviticus, and this may be 
a just punishment upon them as a nation ; it may be as 
Moses expresses it, according to their sins, as a people, 
but as it regards individuals, it would be very far from 
being just and equitable. Another remark upon national 
punishments ought not to be omitted. Nations are not 
punished for their sins, till the measure of their iniquity 
is full. The Lord bears long with them, till their corrup* 
tion is deep rooted. Now this national corruption is 
gradually acquired. So there may be many monsters of 
wickedness, who contribute more to the corruption of 
the nation, than any other citizens, and these may die 
before the deserved punishment falls upon the nation, 
and according to your views, be taken to consummate 
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felicity, and their innocent descendants and countryi 
maj be left to suffer those evils, which, in a great mea- 
sure, were brought upon their country by their own hor- 
rid wickedness, and corrupt example. This principle is 
exemplified in the case of the Jews, who you say,* have 
been punished nearly two thousand years for the blas- 
phemy committed by the Pharisees in the days of our 
Savior. 

Now the judgments threatened in the twenty-sixth of 
Leviticus give no support to your system. This chapter 
does not even insinuate that there will be no punishment 
after death. But when w.e consider that these judg- 
ments are national, and that national judgments, though 
they may be according to the sins of the nation, 'as a 
nation, do not fall equally upon every individual, accord* 
ing to the demerit of his crimes, but generally fall hea- 
viest upon the innocent and defenceless. We then see 
the necessity of a future retribution, to render the ways 
of the Lord equal. I say, when we consider that the 
judgments mentioned in Leviticus are of such a nature, 
that it is morally impossible for them to recompense 
every individual according to his just deserts, we are 
furnished with an argument from hence in favor of a 
future retribution. For as the judgments generally fall 
heavily upon the innocent and defenceless, while many 
of the most corrupt, escape them entirely, unless a 
retribution in a future state be admitted, we cannot 

^^Vindicate the ways of God to man.^^ 

Nov, Sir, it is to be hoped that you will no longer use 
an argument to disprove future punishment, which if it 
proves any thing, would overthrow Christianity itself by 
disproving a future state of existence; an argument 
which, when strictly examined, shows the necessity of a 
future retribution, to enable us to vindicate the charac- 

• Lect. p. 144. 
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innocent women and children would in all probability 
suffer most. They, being the most helpless, would be 
the first to fall a prey, while the most abandoned of the 
citizens would perhaps escape their ferocity. Nay, the 
most unprincipled of all, would probably join with the 
barbarous foe, and imbrue their hands in the^lood of 
their innocent countrymen. This has ever been the case 
when a nation has been overrun with a savage enemy. 
Some unprincipled wretches would join the enemy, and 
thus escape in a great measure, those cruel sufferings 
which the patriotic soldier and innocent female would 
be called to endure. Thus we see that such calamities 
do not fall upon every individual according to the degree 
of his moral turpitude. And as we have hinted before, 
when a pinching famine reigns in a land, the laws of 
equity are at an end, being superseded by the law of 
power. The strong will seize upon the possessions of the 
weak, and thus the daring wretch has enough and to 
spare, while the innocent and defenceless are famishing 
with hunger. These remarks must appear just to every 
person who has any knowledge of national calamities. 

Now the Jews may experience those national calam- 
ities which are mentioned in Leviticus, and this may be 
a just punishment upon them as a nation ; it may be as 
Moses expresses it, according to their sins, as a people, 
but as it regards individuals, it would be very far from 
being just and equitable. Another remark upon national 
punishments ought not to be omitted. Nations are not 
punished for their sins, till the measure of their iniquity 
is full. The Lord bears long with them, till their corrup* 
tion is deep rooted. Now this national corruption is 
gradually acquired. So there may be many monsters of 
wickedness, who contribute more to the corruption of 
the nation, than any other citizens, and these may die 
before the deserved punishment falls upon the nation, 
and according to your views, be taken to consummate 
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felicity, and their innocent descendants and countrymen 
may be left to suffer those evils, which, in a great mea- 
sure, were brought upon their country by their own hor- 
rid wickedness, and corrupt example. This principle is 
exemplified in the case of the Jews, who you say,* have 
been punished nearly two thousand years for the blas- 
phemy committed by the Pharisees in the days of our 
Savior. 

Now the judgments threatened in the twenty-sixth of 
Leviticus give no support to your system. This chapter 
does not even insinuate that there will be no punishment 
after death. Biit when vrjd consider that these judg- 
ments are national, and that national judgments, though 
they may be according to the sins of the nation, *as a 
nation, do not fall equally upon every individual, accord- 
ing to the demerit of his crimes, but generally fall hea- 
viest upon the innocent and defenceless. We then see 
the necessity of a future retribution, to render the ways 
of the Lord equal. I say, when we consider that the 
judgments mentioned in Leviticus are of such a nature, 
that it is morally impossible for them to recompense 
every individual according to his just deserts, we are 
furnished with an argument from hence in favor of a 
future retribution. For as the judgments generally fail 
heavily upon the innocent and defenceless, while many 
of the most corrupt, escape them entirely, unless a 
retribution in a future state be admitted, we cannot 

^^Vindicate the ways of God to man.^' 

NoVySiryit is to be hoped that you will no longer use 
an argument to disprove future punishment, which if it 
proves any thing, would overthrow Christianity itself by 
disproving a future state of existence ; an argument 
which, when strictly examined, shows the necessity of a 
future retribution, to enable us to vindicate the charac- 

* Lect. p. 144. 
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. ter of God. I will conclude mj reply to thi3 argument 
by observing that the law of MoseS threatens the great- 
est temporal punishments, even death itself; but St. 
Paul carries the gospel penalty further. He tells us 
that those who tread under foot the Son of God shall 
receive a sorer punishment than death without mercy. 

1 will now attend to some passages of scripture which 
you cite as direct proof of your system. But before 
noticing any passage, I will observe that by quoting any 
passage of scripture, to prove directly that all misery is 
confined to this life, you give up the plea you frequently 
make that your side of the question is a negative. So 
in future, I trust that we shall not be told that it devolves 
upon us to prove our system true, while you have no- 
thing to do but to examine our arguments. The first 
passage which claims our attention is Proverbs xi. 31. 
*'Behold, the righteous shall be recompensed in the earth, 
\ much more the wicked and the sinner." Now this 
' passage simply says, that virtue and vide have a re- 
ward in this state. This we are ready to admit; but 
i ythis is not the point at issue. The question is, do men 
/ receive all their punishment here ? And in support of 
this, the text is nothing. I might with propriety dismiss 
the passage with the above remark, but as you seem 
to attach great importance to this scripture, I will offer a 
few words more upon the subject. The book from which 
this passage is taken, is a collection of maxims^ the truth 
of which will hold good in common cases. This will 
appear from the very title of the book. A Proverb is a 
general truth, but it will not bear a strict application in 
all cases. We have many maxims among us, which are 
founded in wisdom, but still cases frequently occur in 
which they will not hold good. Proverbs, when they 
are interpreted as general truths, are of great utility, but 
when applied strictly, they are, of all language, the most 
likely to mislead. 
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Now Id the book from which this passage is taken* 
Solomon has collected several hundred proverbs, the 
result of his wisdom and experience. These proverbs 
were not designed to teach us the doctrine of Christian- 
it j, but to aSbcd us a variety of useful maxims for the 
common concerns of life ; and,with a verj few exceptions, 
they apply to this world. I will illustrate my views of the 
Proverbs by a few examples taken from the very chapter 
io which the passage before us is found. Verse 9th — "A 
hypocrite with his mouth destroyeth his neighbor." 
This as a proverb, is true, but it will not hold good in 
every case. There are some hypocrites whose charac- 
ters are so well known that thei^r word is not regarded 
in the leASt, and consequently their influence will injure 
no one. Verse 10th — **^When it goeth well with the 
righteous, the city rejoiceth ; and when the wicked per- 
ish, there is shouting." This is so far from being true , 
in all cases, that the reverse is frequently the fact. Cities 
do sometimes lai^ent the death of a wicked person, and 
rejoice at the calamity of the good man. Verse 12th — 
'<A man of understanding holdeth his peace." No person 
will interpret this to signify, that the wise man never 
speaks at all. Verse 14th— <'In a multitude of counsel- 
lors, there is safety." . This as a proverb is founded in 
wisdom. It is true, interpreted on the principle I have 
mentioned, but applied strictly, it is not correct in all 
cases. For the largest bodies of men have often been 
deceived, and a host of counsellors cannot always insure 
success. Verse 15th — "He that is surety for a stranger 
shall smart for it." Will any one pretend that this is 
always the case P They will not, if they have any know- 
ledge of huBiaik events. 

Now hundreds of examples might be produced from 
the FFcnrejrba of Solomon similar to those I have cited, 
where yen will' not pretend that Solomon had aay t^C«:c- 
ence to the doctrines of the gospel, or tVvat VS\^ ^^%%'^'^'^ 
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will bear a strict application. From this view of the 
Proverbs, it will appear that the passage before us was 
not designed to teach the extent of a retribution^ but 
only to teach what generally happened, in a greater or 
less degree. So that the passage simpl^ means, that in 
the common concerns of life, virtue is generally reward- 
ed, and vice punished. By what authority I ask, do you 
apply this passage to a doctrine of the gospel, and give 
it a strict interpretation, when at the same time you 
acknowledge, that Solomon almost uniformly spoke only 
of the common affairs of life, and even then, his lan- 
guage will not bear a strict application. That system 
must surely be weak, which has nothing for its support 
but the rigid application of the maxims of Solomon- 
maxims which were never designed to teach us doctrin- 
al points. And my astonishment is a little excited when 
I find that you rely more upon the maxims of Solomon, 
to support your views, than upon all the rest of the Old 
and New Testament. That men do not receive all their 
reward in this world is evident from many passages of 
scripture. Jesus says to the afflicted, "Rejoice and be 
exceeding glad, for great is your reward in heaven,^^* 
How can it be maintained that the righteous receive ail 
their reward on earth, when the inspired teachers assure 
us that they shall have a great reward in heaven P That 
men will be both rewarded and punished in a future 
state, will be shown hereafter. 

But, Sir, if you understand the passage strictly, it 
will be nothing to your purpose. "The righteous shall 
be recompensed in the earth ; much more the wicked 
and the sinner." Now if you understand the passage 
strictly, according to the letter, it would amount simply 
to this ; The righteous shall receive all they deserve in 
this world, and the sinner shall receive much more than 
he deserves ! Thus does this passage yield you no as- 

• Matt. y. 12. 
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sistance on either interpretation. If it be understood in the 
light of a proverb, it simply means, that in the common 
affairs of life, virtue generally brings comfort and res- 
pect, and vice generally meets with disapprobation ; and 
if it be understood literally, it involves the absurdity, 
that the wicked receive a greater punishment than 
they merit There is nothing in this passage to express 
a retribution but the word recompense, and this word, 
applied to sinners, signifies nothing more than that they 
shall be punished. Now I ask, does a passage which '^ 
asserts that men exist here, prove that they will not 
exist hereafter ? Every sane man will answer in the 
negative. I ask again, does a passage which asserts that 
men are punished here, prove that they will not be pun- 
ished hereafter P The answer must be the same. In a 
word, the term recompense must include all that men 
deserve, or it must not. If it does not, then it is nothing 
to your purpose; for men may be punished in a future 
state, though they have received some punishment here. 
But if the term recompense does include all that men 
deserve, then the passage involves the absurdity that the 
wicked receive much more than* they deserve. Now, 
although you pronounce the exposition I have given of 
the passage, ^'a most palpable absurdity,'"^ 1 will submit 
it to the reader to determine whose exposition is the 
most consistent and rational. 

The next passage which claims our attention is EccL 
xii.7. *'Then shall the dust return to the dust as it was ; 
and the spirit shall return to God who gave it." This 
passage you adduce in support of your vie ws.t The re- 
marks already made upon the writings of Solomon, MJill 
apply to this passage. It was not the design of the 
wise man to give us a systematic view of the doctrines 
of the Bible, but only to give his views upon the com- 

• Lcct. p. 298. t Lect. p. 361. 
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mon concerns of life. In order to a right understand- 
ing of any portion of scripture, it is necessary to exam- 
ine the connexion in which the passage is found, and if 
possible, to learn the object the writer had in view. If 
we apply this wholesome rule to the passage before us, 
we shall learn that Solomon was not treating upon the 
condition of man, after death, but was inculcating early 
piety. He begins the chapter by saying, "Remember 
now thy Creator in the dajs of thy youth, while the evil 
days come not" From the first verse to the seventh, he 
speaks of the troubles, trials, and death to which more 
advanced age was peculiarly subject. Now the whole 
scope of the argument is this; — ^Remember thy Creator 
while in youth and health, before trouble, sickness, and 
death overtake thee. This is clearly the wise man's ar- 
gument. To suppose that he hath, in the seventh verse, 
taught the final condition of man after death, is to ad- 
mit that he introduced something totally foreign to the 
subject. Besides, Solomon commands us to remember 
our Creator, before the evil days come, and then reckons 
the day of death among the evil days. But surely if 
death translates every person to immediate glory, it 
ought to be considered a happy, rather than an evil event 
The whole strength of your argument rests upon the 
presumption that the word spirit means the immortal 
souL But you cannot be ignorant that the term spirit, 
has various significations in scripture. Sometimes it 
means the disposition, and sometimes wind, air, or breath. 
In the latter sense it is used by Solomon in the very 
book in which the passage in question is found. "Who 
knoweth the spirit of a man, that goeth upward, and the 
spirit of the beast, that goeth downward to the earth."* 
Here the word spirit is applied to the brutes, as well as 
to men, and consequently must signify something which 
men hold in common with brutes. By spirit is probably 

^ * Ecch lii. SI. 
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meant breath; for surely it cannot signify the immortal 
soul, which brutes have not. So the passage in questiofi 
probably means, when the bod§ returns to its original' 
dust, the breath returns to its kindred atmosphere. But 
if you understand the word spirit to signify the immor- 
tal soul, it would only involve you in difficulty. The 
passage seems to teach that both body and spirit, at death, 
return to their original state, and become as they were 
before creation. <'Then the dust shall return to the dust 
as it was,^^ that is, as it was before creation ; ''and the 
spirit shall return to God who gave it," as it was before 
creation. The passage, therefore, understood in your own 
way, would teach, that at death, the spirit or soul would 
return to its original state, and become as it was before 
it existed, that is, it would cease to exist in an individual 
capacity. Besides, you think it very absurd to say that 
sinners are to be punished out of the presence of God, 
since God is omnipresent^ According to your represen- 
tation of omnipresence therefore, if the spirit goes to a 
state of misery after death, it goes to God, since he is 
every where present 

There is one passage more from Solomon, that I will 
notice, not because 1 consider the text of any conse- 
quence at all in this controversy, but because you seem 
to present it as something formidable.t The mssage is 
this ; — "Wherefore I praised the dead which are already 
dead, more than the living which are yet alive." Eccl. 
iv. 2. It is truly surprising that a gentleman of your 
talents should lay hold of a passage like this. Nothing, 
I am persuaded, but the want of evidence elsewhere, 
would have induced you to cite a passage so foreign to 
your purpose. As this text does not even intimate that 
all misery is confined to this life, or that there will be no 
punishment after death, [ shall offer no comment upon it, 
but will cite another passage from the same book, which 

• Sermoii on 2 Thew. i. 7, 8, 9. t VacX., ^."iRiSi* 
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affords as much evidence of future punishment, as this 
passage does of the opposite doctrine. **For to him 
that is joined to all the ii#ig there is hope ; for a iivin'g 
dog is better than a dead lion.'' The remarks already 
made upon Solomon's maxims, will apply to both the 
above passages. There is one passage in the New Tes- 
tament on which you place great reliance.* The pas- 
sage is Rom. vi. T. '*He that is dead is freed from sin." 
Your argument rests solely upon the presumption, that 
the death here spoken of, is the death of the body. But 
if it can be made to appear that the death spoken of in 
the passage, is not temporal death, your argument is en- 
tirely destroyed. In order to a right understanding of 
this text, it is necessary to observe that the apostle very 
frequently speaks of the literal death and resurrection of 
Christ, and then makes use of them, disfigures by which 
to represent our death to sin, and life to holiness. You 
think, because the apostle alludes to the literal death of 
Christ, that the death spoken of in the 7th verse, must 
be temporal death. But this is very far from being the 
case. St. Paul says in a certain instance, I die daily. 
It will be admitted by all that this death is not tempo- 
ral death. For it would be an absurdity to admit that 
Paul died a temporal death every day. But still I would 
inquire, fr(fm what subject did the apostle borrow the 
term die, which he uses in this passage ? He borrows 
the term from temporal death. But no one will pretend 
the apostle meant temporal death in this passage, be- 
cause he borrows his language from that subject And 
so in the sixth chapter of Romans ; the aposlle speaks 
of the temporal death of Christ, but uses it as a simil- 
itude by which to represent our death to sin. 

With this principle in view, let us attend to the sixth 
of Romans, where the passage before us is found. The 
apostle begins the chapter by saying, "What shall we 

* Lect. p. 363. U. Mag. Vol. III. p. \3l^ 150, &c. 
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say then? shall we continue in sin« that grace may 
abound ? God forbid. How shall we that are dead to 
sin, live any longer tlierein ?" Here then we learn the 
subject of which St Paul was treating. He was speaking 
upon a death to sin, and not of the death of the body. Hav- 
ing introduced the subject, viz. Sideath tosin,\ie illustrates 
it by the literal death and resurrection of Christ. Ver- 
ses 3d and 4th — "Know ye not, that so many of us, as 
were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his 
death? Therefore we are buried with him by baptism 
into death ; that like as Christ was raised up from the 
dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should 
walk in newness of lifeJ^ The apostle in these verses 
speaks of the death and resurrection of Christ, and 
makes them a simile of our death to sin, and life to holi- 
ness. His argument is this— As Christ died and rose 
from the dead, so ought we, who profess to be dead to sin, 
to "walk in newness of life." This argument he enfor- 
ces by verse 5th — "For if we have been planted togeth- 
er in the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the 
likeness of his resurrection." Having stated the death 
and resurrection of Christ, the apostle applies the 
principle to the moral state of the Romans. "Knowing 
this, that our old man is crucified with him, that the 
body of sin might he destroyed, that henceforth we should 
not serve sin.^^ Verse 6th.— -Here the same death is 
spoken of; crucifying the old man, and destroying the 
body of sin, signify the same as being dead to sin, 
mentioned in the preceding verses. This verse teaches 
as in the plainest manner, what death the apostle was 
treating of. It was a death to sin, crucifying the old 
man, or destroying the body of sin. 

We have now noticed all the verses of this chapter, 
from the first up to the passage in question. And that 
tiie reader may have the whole subject before him, I will 
observe* th^ in the preceding chapter, the apostle had 
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been treating of the universality of God's gfac^^ And 
in the first verse of this chapter, he anticipates an objec- 
tion which is frequently made to this doctrine, viz. that 
it leads to licentiousness. To meet this objection, the 
apostle endeavors to show the absurdity of the principle, 
that those who had embraced Christ and become dead to 
sin, should continue to violate the laws^of God. <<How 
shall we that are dead to sin, live any longer therein ?" 
This subject the apostle keeps in view, to the sixth verse, 
where he informs us, as we have already seen, that the 
old man was crucified, not that we might live in sin, but 
that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth 
we should not serve sin. This he confirms by the words 
in debate, <*He that is dead, is freed from sin ;" that is, he 
that has become dead to sin, by having the old man cru- 
cified, instead of continuing in sin, as the objection sug- 
gests, is freed from sin. This is clearly the apostle's 
argument, and taken in this light, we see its force and 
pertinency. But if the death here spoken of, be the 
death of the body, the force of the argument is lost en- 
tirely. The objection states that God's boundless grace 
leads to sin. And the apostle, according to your views, 
answers this objection by saying, in sentiment, that if a 
person dies in the very act of murder, he will go to hap- 
piness as quick as the greatest saint This instead of. 
meeting the objection, would rather encourage it. But 
God forbid that we should ascribe such futile reasoning 
to an inspired apostle. 

Further; we have already seen that the sentiment of 
the 7th verse is explained by the 6th. What the apostle 
means by the term dead, in the 7th verse, is explained 
in the 6th, to signify crucifying the eld man ; and what 
is meant in the 7th by the phrase, freed from sin, is ex- 
plained in the 6th to signify, that we should not serve sin. 
And in the 4th it is explained to mean that we should 
walk in newness of life. But the apo!^ not only 
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guarded the expression, "he that is dead is freed from 
SID," in the verses which preceded it, but in the follow- 
ing verses he does the same. His words are — "Like- 
wise reckon ye also yourselves to be dead indeed unto 
$i^but alive unto God through Jesus Christ our JjordV 
Hflk again, the apostle expresses the same idea as in the 
7th verse. He explains the word dead^ to signify dead 
unto sin, and the phrase /reecl/rom sin, to signify being 
alive unto God through Jesus Christ. He then adds, 
*'Let not sin therefore reign in your mortal bodies, that 
je should obey it in the lusts thereof." Here again 
we see the nature of this death. Those who were dead 
in the sense of the 7th verse, were still in their mortal 
bodies. Let us now inquire, are we authorized to un- 
derstand the term dead, in verse 7th, to signify the ex- 
tinction of animal life, when it is not used in that sense 
in the context, so much as once, when applied to men P 
Shall we deviate from the apostle's repeated definition, 
only to support a preconceived opinion P Is this receiv- 
ing with meekness the word of divine truth P 

But probably you will say that the term, death, is used 
frequently in the connexion to signify the death of the 
body. We readily admit that it is used in that sense, 
when applied to Jesus Christ. But what of that ? Does 
it follow that it must have the same meaning, when ap- 
plied to men, when the apostle has told us repeatedly 
that it has not ? Now for the sake of the case, we will 
admit that your reasoning is correct. Your argument is, 
that the death mentioned in the 7th verse, must signify 
the death of the body, because it has this meaning in the 
context. But to whom is it applied in the context, when 
it means temporal death P Only to Jesus Christ. So 
then verse 7th, "He that is dead, is freed froda sin," ap- 
plies to Jesus Christ And the argument in support of 
four system, would be this ;— Because Jesus Christ, who 
never committed any sin, was by death. Ct^^^ t\:^\Sk %\\x\ 
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therefore those who die in sin, will pass immediately to 
happiness. This reasoning, to say the least, is not very 
conclusive. 

The view we have given of Rom. vi. 7% receives the 
fullest confirmation, when we attend to what the same 
apostle has said upon the same subject elsewhere. J|d 
the Galatians he says, "J am crucified with Christ ; ne- 
vertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me; 
and the life I live in the flesh, I live by faith in the Son 
of God, who loved me, and gave himself for me."* 
Here as in Rom. vi. the apostle speaks of a death to sin* 
I am crucified^ says he. This he illustrates, as in Ro- 
mans, by the literal death of Christ. I am crucified with 
Christ; nevertheles I live by faith in the Son of God. 
This passage conveys the same idea as that in Romans. 
There he says, "He that is dead, is freed from sin ;" and 
here he says, "I am crucified, nevertheless I live by 
faith in the Son of God." Now it is clear that St. Paul 
means the same by being crucified, in this passage, that 
he does by being dead, in the other; and what he calls 
being freed from sin, in the one, he calls living by faith, 
in the other. And in both passages alike, he illustrates 
this by the literal death of Christ, But did Paul mean 
that he was temporally dead, in this passage to the Gala- 
tians ? No one will assert this. Again, the same apos- 
tle says, "But God forbid that I should glory, save in the 
cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom the world is 
crucified unto me, and I unto the world."t In this pas- 
sage Paul says that he is crucified to the world. By 
this he means the same as by being dead, in Romans; 
and the idea conveyed in one passage, by the phrase, 
freed from sin, he conveys in the other, by the phrase, 
ihe world is crucified to me, that is, worldly lusts cease to 
influence my conduct In another passage, the apostle 
Paul alludes to the same subject, and illustrates our 

• 6a]. iL SO. t Gal. vi. 14. 
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spiritual resurrectioQbj the literal resurrection of Christ, 
and represents those who are dead to sin^ as being de- 
livered from its baneful influence. His words are these 
—"If then je be risen with Christ,' seek those things 
which are above, where Christ sitteth nt the right hand of 
God. ^or je are dead, and jour life is hid with Christ 
iQ 6od.^'* This passage teaches us that the Golossians 
were dead with Christ, and risen with him. Now in all 
these passages, St. Paul speaks of the same thing as in 
Rom. vi. 7. He speaks of a death to sin, and represents 
that those who are dead in this sense, were freed from 
the ruling power of sin. And in every instance he illus- 
trates this by the literal death and resurrection of Christ. 
Every person whose mind is free from the bias of system, 
would acknowledge these passages parallel to the one in 
Romans. But will you pretend that the death spoken 
of in these passages, is the death of the body ? Will 
you admit that Paul was literally dead, when he wrote 
his epistles, and that those to whom he addressed them^ 
had departed this life ? 

Having noticed several passages in the epistles of 
Paul, let us now inquire what the other writers say upon 
this subject. St. Peter has a passage parallel to Rom« 
vj. 7. "Forasmuch then as Christ hath suffered for us 
in the flesh, arm yourselves likewise with the same mind, 
for he that hath suffered in the fiesh, hath ceased from 
sin, that he no longer should live the rest of his time in 
the flesh, to the lusts of men, but to the will of God.'^t 
This passage renders the one in Romans perfectly intel- 
ligible. Paul says, "He that is dead, is freed from sin." 
Peter says, <'He that hath suffered in the flesh, hath 
ceased from sin." Peter uses the phrase, suffered in 
thejleshfto mean the same as died, [t is the same ex- 
pression which he uses in the same passage, to express 
the death of Christ. All must acknowledge that St. 

* Col. ill. 1, 3. t 1 Yelet^\\. V^ ^ 
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Peter means the same bj suffering in the fleshy that St. 
Paul does by being dead; and the former means the 
same bj ceasing from sin, that the latter does bj being 
freed from sin* Here I think every unprejudiced person 
must admit that both apostles were treating upon the 
same subject^ and laboring to establish the same point 
Both of them speak of the literal death of Christ, and 
infer the point in debate therefrom. Now if we can as- 
certain what St. Peter meant by suffering in the fleshy 
and ceasing from sin, we shall then have ascertained 
what St. Paul meant by being dead, emd freed from sin. 
But what was Peter's meaning ? It is absolutely certain 
that Peter by suffering in the flesh, did not mean tempo- 
ral death ; for after declaring that he who had thus suf- 
fered, or was thus dead, had ceased from sin, he tells us 
the effect, or influence of being thus dead — ^'fthat he no 
longer should live the rest of his time in the flesh, to 
the lusts of men, but to the will of God." Those who 
had suffered in the flesh, and ceased from sin, in St. 
Peter's sense of these expressions, had not experienced 
temporal death ; forit would be a flat contradiction to 
say that they had died a temporal death, that they 
should live the rest of their time in the flesh, according 
to the will of God. 

Now from the clause, ''that he should live the rest of 
his time in the^es/i," it is as clear as any thing can be, 
that he was then in the flesh, and consequently the 
death cannot be temporal death. The death alluded to 
is a death to sin. This is corroborated by what Peter 
says in another passage in the same epistle. Speaking 
of Christ he says, '<Who his own self bear our sins in his 
own body on the tree, that we being dead to sins, should 
live unto righteousness."* This passage expresses the 
same idea as the former, and removes every doubt from 
the apostle's meaning, if any doubt could exist before. 

• 1 Peter, ii. 24. 
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He explains the death spoken of in the passage to mean a 
^eaih to sin^ and what he expressed in the other passage 
by the phrase, ceased from sin, he here explains to mean 
to live unto righteousness. It is incontrovertiblj evi- 
dent that St. Peter and St. Paul were treating upon one 
and the same subject ; and as St Peter's language can- 
not possibly be interpreted of a temporal death, it fol- 
lows with moral certainty that the language of St. Paul, 
'<He that is dead is freed from sin," cannot be interpre- 
ted of the death of the body. After what has been 
offered upon the subject, I flatter myself that it will 
appear obvious to the reader that the passage, "He that 
is dead, is freed from sin," will not bear the exposition 
you have given it. We have seen that the whole scope 
of the apostle's argumfnt* and the context forbid it ; 
that all the passages in which Paul treats upon the same 
subject forbid it ; and that St. Peter in a parallel passage 
expressly cuts it off. 

Before we dismiss this subject, we will notice an 
objection which may probably be urged against the view 
I have given of the passage. The objection is this ; — 
the death spoken of can mean nothing short of temporal .. 
death, for no person is completely freed from sin in this 
world. This objection, however plausible it may appear, 
is founded upon a mistaken idea of scripture phraseology. 
When the scriptures treat upon any subject, they do it 
in popular language. When they speak of the right- 
eous and the uncked, for instance, these terms are not 
used with strict philosophical exactness, but only in a 
relative sense. By a righteous m^n, the sacred writers 
do not mean a man who is absolutely perfect, or virtu- 
ous in the strictest sense of the term ; but only that he 
is comparatively so, more virtuous than men in general. 
And so on the other hand,^ of the wicked. In the scrip- 
ture sense of the terms, a righteous man is not free from 
all sin, neither is a sinner devoid of a\V gt^o&tveAv 1^^*^ 
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is called Jusfy Lot just and righteous, Job a perfect and 
an upright man, and Nathaniel an Israelite in whom 
was no guile. Now these terms and phrases are as 
expressive of immaculate purity, as the phrase freed 
from sin; and as you will acknowledge that the former 
apply to men in this world, there can be no impro- 
priety in the latter's applying to this world also. We 
do not suppose that the apostle meant to teach that his 
brethren were absolutely perfect, or free fre^ all impu- 
rity. No, his only meaning was, that they were compar- 
atively righteous. In a word, that they were freed from 
sin, in the same degree they were dead to it^ that is, in a 
relative sense. 

The passage in Romans is to be understood in the 
same sense as many othef p||ssages. St. John says, 
^•Whosoever is born of God, doth not commit sin."* 
Now we cannot understand this passage strictly, without 
involving many absurdities. John himself confesses that 
he was not without sin, and still he believed that he had 
passed from death unto life. But I need not labor a 
point which must be obvious to every reader of the 
scripture. If we turn to the 6th chapter of Romans, 
where the passage in debate is found, we shall see that 
Paul did apply the phrase /ree/rom sin, to men in this 
world. Verse 14th — "For sin shall not have dominion 
over you." This amounts to as much as being freed from 
sin ; for they were freed from sin, if sin had no dominion 
over them. Verse 18 — "Being then made free from sin, 
ye became the servants of righteousness." In this passage 
it is expressly asserted that those to whom the apiostle 
addressed himself were free from sin. Verse 22 — ^"But 
now being made free from sin, and become servants to 
God, ye have your fruit unto holiness, and the end ever- 
lasting life." Here then it is expressly said in two ver- 
ses at least, that the brethren of the Roman church were 
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frtefffyok 9itL This not only removeB the objectioAr hi^^ 
furnishes an additional argument in fayorof mj cour 
struction of verse 7tb. We find bj these /qaotationSt 
that what is said in the last clause of the Tth verse^ 
applies to men in this world, and this is a weighty argUT 
ment in favor Qf the whole verse having j»uch an appU* 
cation. At aUevents it destroys your argument* For 
it is clearly proved that the phraseA/m/rpm sin% in thc^ 
6th of Romans, does in two instances appl^ to inen in 
this world, where yoi^ will admit that its meaning is onlj 
comparative ; and if the expression, /reed /^'om siUt I^Ml 
only a comparative signification, even if you apply it to 
a future world, it will not exclude all iniquity. From 
what has been offered upon the subject, I think it will 
appear that the passage in question does not favor your 
system in the least ; and that the passage simply means, 
<*He that is dead to sin, is freed from its consequences." 
I have now noticed the principal arguments which are 
alledged in support of your views, and how far I have 
removed their force, is submitted to the reader. Thus 
far I have confined myself to your system, and the aigu- 
mentsby which you support it I have endeavored to show 
that your system is defective, and your arguments incon- 
clusive; and if in any instance I have used expressions 
which are thought to border upon disrespect, I will offer 
this explanation ; my remarks have been directed to the 
system, and not to its author ; and while I express my 
disapprobation of the one, I do not intend any disre- 
spect to the other. If what I have offered in opposition to 
your viewS) be valid, then the doctrine of the happiness 
of all men at the article of death, must be given up. 
For while I consider your system weak, I firmly believe 
at the same time, that you have defended it in the b^st 
possilfle manner. The defect lies not in the advocaite^ 
but in the system be ' has the misfortune to defekd% 
Yomr defence beinj^ tiie b^t posaVb\e>\{ ^o^t «x^ 
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can be fairly answered, the system must inevitably falK 
And if your system, which limits ail punishment to this 
world, be unfounded, then the doctrine of future punish- 
ment will follow of course. In the subsequent Letters, 
I shall adduce evidence in favor of my own views upon 
this subject, and endeavor to obviate the objections you 
have offered against these views. I shall not however, 
confine myself solely to your objections, but shall occa- 
sionally notice arguments which have been offered by 
other writers on your side of the question, whenever I 
find any thing advanced by them which is not contained 

in your arguments. 

Yours, &c. 
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StcUemerU of the doctrine of Future PunitkmenL 

RET. AND DEAR BROTHERy 

Having exaipined jour system, and the principal arga- 
nentsyou ailedgein its sopport^l will now state in a 
definite manner, the views which I shall attempt to de-> 
fend. I shall endeavor to show that those who die im? 
penitent will^ after death, enter into a state of misery^ 
consisting ofananety, guUt, and remorse, which will con-^ 
tinue until repentance or reformation is effected. We 
do not believe that this misery will arise from any ea^ter* 
nal application, but from the internal state of the mind. 
It is not our belief that this punishment will be inflicted^ 
by the immediate hand of God, and as it were, out of the 
common course of his moral dealings, but that it will 
grow necessarily out of the moral natures God has giv- 
en us ; that it will be the legitimate fruit of that guilt of, 
which the mind will be conscious, in consequence oC ^ 
past transgressions. We know by what we feel in our- 
selves, and see in others, that one overt act of wicked- 
ness leaves the mind in a state of condemnation and 
misery ; and as many commit the most atrocious crimes 
the instant they leave this world, it is reasonable to sup- 
pose that they will enter into a state of remorse and 
inquietude after death. To me this has all the force of 
moral demonstration. Sin always leaves the mind in 
condemnation. This is an established principle ; it 
grows necessarily out of the nature which we possess. 
Take men as they are, and it is impossible for it to be 
otherwise. Now a person taken away in the perpetra- 
tion of a horrid crime, must be unhappy after death. 
His moral nature renders immediate happiness im- 
possible. Unless his accountability \^ ^l^^Xxq^j^^) \^\% 
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conscioasness done awaj, and his moral nature annihi- 
lated ; in a word, unless roan is ehanged into some other 
creature, it appears morally certain that those who 
depart this world in gross wickedness, will enter into 
a state of infelicity. 

If men exist in a future state, they roust retain their 
identities J that is, they must be conscious that they are 
the same beings who have existed in this world, and per- 
formed such and such actions. Without this conscious- 
ness, men cease to exist. If I fall asleep to night, and 
awake on the morning of to-morrow without my con 
aciousness, that is, without any knowledge or recollec- 
tion of having existed before, it ceases to be myeslf, and 
becomes another being. Nothing which existed in me, 
and went to make up my personal identity, or individu- 
ality, is fbund in him ; but he is as distinct and as sepa- 
rate from me, as Peter or Paul. The same will hold 
good in relation to a future state. In that state we must 
possess a consciousness of having existed here, or it is 
not we who exist, but it becomes a new creation. All 
then, that goes to make up an individual, must exist af- 
ter death, or there is no future life to us. How do men 
in this world distinguish themselves from one another r 
It is solely because they possess an individual identity 
or consciousness ; that is, they have a conscious know- 
ledge that they have existed before that moment, and 
are the same beings who have thought, and felt, and acted 
thus and so. This consciousness is what constitutes an 
essential ingredient in an individual. Destroy this con- 
sciousness, and individuality ceases. Now if we exist in 
a future state, we must possess this individual conscious- 
ness, and all those principles and feelings which consti- 
tute personal identity. To talk of men's existing in a 
future state, without this consciousness, would be the 
height of extravagance and absurdity; it would be some- 
thing similar to the notion that all men sinned in Adam, 
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a position you would by no roeans admit. But it is no 
more absurd to say that men sin, without a conscious- 
ness of sinning, than it is to say that they exist, without 
a consciousness of existing. 

It appears clear from the nature of the case^ that men 
in a future state must retain their consciousness, and 
this idea receives additional support from the scriptures, 
Jesus Christ, who is our pattern or example, retained his 
consciousness after death. He knew that he was the 
same person who had been baptized by John, betrayed by 
Judas, and crucified by the Jews. He knew that he had 
existed before ; he recognized his disciples, and com- 
manded them to preach that gospel which he had died to 
establish. Hence it will be seen that Jesus Christ 
retained his consciousness after death. And this will 
be the state of all men in a future world. The apostle 
intimates to us, that in a future state, we shall see as 
we are seen, and know as we are known.* We are told 
in passages which you apply to a future state, that the 
redeemed will ascribe glory and honor to Jesus Christ in 
consequence of his having suffered and died for men in 
this world.t These passages contain full proof that men 
retain their consciousness after death. The redeemed 
in a future state praise Christ for what he has done for 
them, and as the blessing was made known to many of 
them in this world, it is manifest that they had a reali- 
zing ^ense of the blessings they received while here ; and 
hence it is clear that they were conscious after death, of 
events which occurred here in time. 

Thus it appears both from scripture and reason, that 
men will retain their consciousness after death ; they 
will be the same individuals there they were here, and 
will have a realizing sense of their conduct in this 
world. We will admit for the sake of the case, that men 

• 1 Cor. xiii. 1«. t Rev. v. 12, 13. 

9* 



94 LETTER IV. 

in a future state, though thej may be conscious of hav- 
ing existed here, may not have a distinct recollection 
of all the actions thej have performed. But this will 
not effect the argument. Thej will remember the last 
act of their lives here, especially if it be an act of gross 
wickedness,, and this is all the argument requires. 
Now a man who goes out of the world in the very act of 
murder, for instance, will in a future state, have a real- 
izing sense of his character and conduct. There will 
be no necessity of his being informed that he is & 
murderer, for he will be conscious of this; he will know 
that the last act of his life in this world, was an act of 
gross immorality, and this will render him unhappy. It 
would be impossible for him to enjoy quietude of mind, 
while he is possessed of his consciousness, and knows 
that a weight of guilt rests upon his mind. Unless, 
therefore, at death man is changed into a stock, or stone, 
or some other creature, it appears perfectly clear that 
the chaiiacter before us, cannot enter upon immediate 
enjoyment Knowing himself to be a murderer, he must 
be unhappy. There is no need of any executive au- 
thority to inflict a punishment upon him ; for hts own 
feelings will constitute his misery, and his sin will be its 
own avenger. We know by our own experience, that 
men cannot be instantly happy after committing such 
horrid crimes. Misery flows necessarily from the state 
of mind attendant upon transgression. This is true 
of men in this world, and this misery arises from a con- 
sciousness of their past bad conduct ; and as men will 
retain their consciousness in a future state, it follows, 
that those who die in the very act of transgression^ will 
be unhappy after death. 

We do not believe that men will be consigned to any 

particular place of punishment, as such ; but that the 

punishment will arise from their own unholy feelings 

juid distarbed minds. The remorse of conscience will 
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be the punishment, and hell will be found within them. 
The future punishment in which we believe, is no differ- 
ent in nature or kind, from what men experience in this 
world. And any person who is opposed to future pun- 
ishment on this view of the subject, does, if he would 
confess it, feel equally opposed to all punishment in this 
world. It would seem that no reflecting person, who is 
friendly to virtue and morality, could oppose a future 
punishment of the nature I have mentioned. It has .fre- 
quently been said by Christian writers, that if the 
unbelievers in revelation were men of real integrity, 
they could not possibly feel opposed to the moral pre- 
cepts of the gospel. And it appears to me that the same 
remark will apply to the case before us. If a man is 
friendly to the cause of virtue and holiness, and is 
impressed with a just sense of accountability to God, I 
cannot conceive what motive he can have in opposing a 
future retribution, properly understood. 

Having stated the doctrine of future punishment, and 
shown that it is included in the idea of future, conscious 
existence, and is no different in its nature from punish- 
ment in this world, I will now call your attention to 
several considerations which lead the mind irresistibly 
to the thought of a future retribution. 

1 . An equitable retribution does not take place in this 
world. If this proposition can be established, a future 
retribution follows as a necessary consequence ; for the 
Almighty declares that he will render to every man 
according to his works. There are many passages of 
scripture which teach us that a just and full retribution 
does not take place in this state. It was said to the rich 
man, who was in misery after death, "Remember that 
thou in thy life-time receivedst thy good things, and 
likewise Lazarus evil things ; but now he is comforted, 
and thou art tormented.''* This text not only teaches 

* Lukft xvi. 9$* 



96 LETTER IV. 

us that men are not fulljr rewarded in this world, but 
that a retribution does take place after death. This 
passage will be treated of at large in its proper place. 
We readily admit that sin is punished in this world, but 
because men are punished here in some degree, it does 
not follow that thej are punished to the full extent of 
their deserts. What we shall attempt to maintain is, 
that a full and equitable retribution does not take place 
in this state. David was fully convinced of this. When 
he saw the prosperity of the wicked, his heart was 
grieved within him, because he could not reconcile the 
retribution which took place in this world, with the jus- 
tice and equity of the divine Being. Speaking of the 
prosperity of the wicked, he says, '<There are no bands 
in their death ; but their strength is firm. They are not 
in trouble as other men ; neither are they plagued like 
other men. Therefore pride compasseth them about 
as a chain, violence covereth them as a garment. Their 
eyes stand out with fatness ; they have more than heart 
can wish. They are corrupt, and speak wickedly con- 
cerning oppression ; they speak loftily. They set their 
mouth against the heavens, and their tongue walketh 
through the earth. And they say. How doth God know P 
and is there knowledge in the Most High ? When I 
thought to know this, it was too painful for me. Until I 
went into the sanctuary of God ; then understood I their 
end."* 

Now although this description of the wicked will not 
hold good at all times, and in every situation, yet there 
are instances in which this is a just representation of the 
condition of the righteous and wicked. Look for exam- 
ple to the first ages of Christianity. The meek and 
humble followers of the Lamb, were persecuted beyond 
measure. They were exposed to every hardship, and 
called to suffer every agony which human nature could 

• Fa. Ixxiii. 4—17. 
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possibljr feel, or the ingennitjr of their persecutors could 
inyent But while these iunocent Christians were thus 
enduring, every torture, their cruel persecutors and 
murderers were enjoying peace and quietude, and revel- 
ling in sensual indulgences. To an age like this, the 
description of the Psalmist will apply. At such periods 
it is obvious to the eye of unbiassed reason, that an 
equal retribution does not t^ke place in this world. St. 
Paul knew by sad experience that the gospel subjected 
him and hb brethren to greater trials 4ind difficulties, 
than those to which the enemies of Christianity were 
exposed. Reflecting upon this s.ubject he says, «<If in 
this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of all men 
the most miserable."* Now this passage rests upon the 
principle, that the gospel in that age subjected its pos- 
sessors to greater sufferings than other men were called 
to expertenbe. 

The apostle, it is true, was speaking not of a future 
punishment, but of a future existence. But in either 
case, the aigument is precisely the same. The apostle's 
argument is ^his;— If there is no future existence, then 
all men at death are in one and the same situation ; they 
are precisely alike relative to happiness or misery ; and 
we are of all men the most miserable, because we are 
called to encounter greater sufferings in this world than 
those who reject the gospel. And the same may be said 
if there be no future retribution.. For if all men are 
happy after deaith, they are all in tMi same situation ; 
they are all alike as much as though they wtre all anni- 
hilatied'. Hence the apostle might say. If tllore be no 
future punishment, we are of all men the most miserable. 
The apostle^s declaration, •*we are of all men the most 
miserable," is founded upon the principle, that his trou- 
bles in Uiis world were greater than other men's. And 
whether he was treating upon future punishment or 

• 1 Cor. XV. 19. 
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future existence, this principle remains the same. But 
probabljr it may be said that the apostle had greater 
consolations than other men^ as well as greater trials. 
To this we reply, however great the apostle's consola- 
tions might have been, his sufferings were so weighty as 
to leave the balance of misery over happiness, greater 
in him than in the enemies of the gospel. If the 
apostle's consolations or enjoyment kept pace with hia 
sufferings, so as to leave him on the whole as happy as 
other men, he could not say with a shadow of propriety, 
or even truth, that he was the most miserable of all men, 
if the dead rise not For if men do not exist after 
death, he could not be more miserable than other men, 
unless he had a greater balance of misery over happiness 
in this world, than other men. So the apostle's decla- 
ration goes directly to show that he and his Christian 
brethren had more .troubles in this world, than the 
persecutors of the gospel. This passage then proves 
incontrovertibly that a just retribution does not take 
place in this world, and so confirms the account given 
by the Psalmist, that the wicked are sometimes prosper- 
ous in this world, even beyond the righteous. 

Here then we have the testimony of David and Paul, 
that men are not fully recompensed in this state. But 
you will probably say that the Psalmist gave this repre- 
sentation, when he was ignorant, before he went into the 
sanctuary, and learned the truth. 'Tis true, that Da- 
vid's perplexity, ajrese from his ignorance. He could 
not reeoncilQ^the enjoyment and prosperity of the wick- 
ed in thi» world, with the justice and equity of the Deity. 
But after he obtained information on the subject, these 
perplexities were all dispelled. David, when he was 
perplexed, was ignorant, it is true. But of what was he 
ignorant? Not of the prosperity of the wicked; for 
that he had already seen. Not of their quiet and 
enjoyment; for that he had witnessed. But he was 
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ignorant of their end. <^When I thought to know this, 
it was too painful for me ; ^until I went into the sanctu- 
ary of God« then understood I their endJ^^ Here then 
was the additional knowledge which David received. 
He was not informed that his representation was false, 
or even exaggerated ; but rather it was confirmed. But 
the knowledge which he acquired related to their end, 
that is, the state which awaited them after death. Your 
system requires that men be punished bjr the compunctions 
of conscience, day by day as they pass along. But it was 
not this which gave ease to the mind of the Psalmist ; he 
understood that in the end they would be recompensed. 
To call that punishment which falls upon men day by day 
their enc^, is destroying the meaning of language, and 
making the scriptures mean what we please. 

The whole book of Job goes to prove that men are not 
dealt with in this world according to their moral cha- 
racters. Job, we are told, was tL perfect and upright 
man, otte that feared Qod, and eschewed evil ; in a 
word, that there was none like him in the earth.* Job 
then was a virtuous man ; he was unparalleled in good- 
ness. But was his happiness on earth as much greater 
than other men's, as his character stood fairer ? No one 
will pretend this. No man ever elxperienced more 
severe tHals. His fortune, his children, and all that he 
had, were torn from him. His friends proved false ; his 
bodily and mental agoniea were almost insupportable. 
The many trying and severe afflictions which befel the 
perfect and patient Job, teach us in the plainest manner 
that men are not always dealt with in this world ac- 
cording to th^r moral characters. While the righteous 
are groaning under many afflictions, the wicked are 
frequently prosperous and happy. Not only the case of 
Job,.bat tlie conversation between him and his friends, 
i^oonteatably shows that God doei» not always deal with 

^ Job,!. 8. 
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men in this world according to their moral characters. 
The contest between Job and his friends was simply 
this ; — Job maintained that. God did not always deal 
with men here according to their deserts^ but his friends 
maintained that he did ; and because Job was afflicted 
more than other men, they inferred that he was more 
criminal. No person can read the book of Job under- 
standingly, without perceiving that this was the dispute 
between them. 

His friends, to establish their side of the question^say, 
"Who ever perished, being innocent ? or where were the 
righteous cut off? Even as I have seen, they that plow 
iniquity and sow wickedness reap the same." '<The 
wicked man travaileth with pain all his days, and the 
number of years is hidden to the oppressor. A dread- 
ful sound is in his ears ; in prosperity the destroyer 
shall come upon him. He believeth not that he shall, 
return out of darkness, and he is waited for of the 
sword." **The light of the wicked shall be put out, 
the snare is laid for him in the ground, and the trap for 
him in the way. Terror shall make him afraid on every . 
side, and shall drive him to his feet Destruction shall 
be ready at hid side, his confidence shall be rooted out, 
of his tabernacle, and it shall bring , him to the kin|; of 
terrors. He shall be driven fronn JightJnto darkness* 
and chased out of the world*. Surely sucb are the, 
dwellings of the wicked, and this is the. place of hin^ 
thatknoweth not Ood."* From these and various, otEer 
passages, we learn the doctrine for which Job's friei|ds. 
contended. They maintained that tiod in. this woirld 
always dealt with men according to fhfiir moral cbarac- 
ters; or, in other wbrds^ that a jnit retribu^oni^^waja 
took place in this State of existenceV 

But Jdb, 6n the otHer httnd, contendcid that^e frtcked '. 
frequently ptosp^ried- iti thief- '^oirM, even bNeyoi^ the' 

* Job iv. 7, 8. XV. 20, 21, 22* •ivilii'i^il. 
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righteous. la support of this, among other things, he 
says, ''The tabernacles of robbers prosper, and they 
that proToke God, are secure ; into whose hands God 
bringeth abundantly." "God hath delivered me to the 
nngodly, and turned me over into the hands of the 
wicked. I was at ease, but he hath broken me asunder, 
he hath also taken me by my neck, and shaken me to 
pieces, and set me up for his mark. His archers com- 
pass me round about ; he cleaveth my reins asunder, and 
doth not spare ; he poureth out my gall upon the ground. 
He breaketh me with breach upon breach, he runneth up- 
on me like a giant. My face is foul with weeping, and on 
my eyelids is the shadow of death. Not for any injus« 
lice in my hands ; also my prayer is pure." "Where- 
fore do the wicked live, become old, yea are mighty in 
power ? Their seed is established in their sight with 
them, and their offspring before their eyes. Their 
houses are safe from fear, neither is the rod of God 
upon them. They send forth their little ones like a 
flock, and their children dance. They take the timbrel 
and harp, and rejoice at the sound of the organ. They 
spend their days in wealth, and in a moment go down to 
the grave. Therefore they say unto God, depart from 
us ; for we desire not the knowledge of thy ways."* 

By the above passages we learn that Job was far from 
admitting a just and full retribution in this world. He 
says, that robbers prosper, while he, though innocent, is 
greatly afflicted by God. He tells us that the wicked 
prosper, not only in temporal things, but also in their own 
feelings; in their minds they have peace. They are 
safe from fear, and the rod of the Almighty is not upon 
them. Thus, Sir, it appears that Job's friends believed 
with yott, that God always dealt with men in this world 
mccording to their moral characters ; that a full and 

• Job iH. 6. xvi. 11—17. xai. 7— It. 
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equitable retribotion invariabljr takes place here. But 
Job maintained that, this was not the case. 

Here then we have the case plainly before us. Job 
asserts that God does not deal with men in this state of 
being strictly according to their deserts ; but his friends 
assert the opposite. Now the only question to be deci- 
ded is this ; — whether Job was correct, or his 'friends. 
This question is happily decided by the Judge of all the 
earth. '<And it was so, that after <he Lord had spoke^ 
these words unto job, the Lord said to E^iphaz th^ 
Temanite, My wrath is kindled against thee and against 
thy two fiien^ds ; for ye have not spoken of me the thing 
that is rightt as my servant Job hath. Therefore take 
unto you seven bullocks luad seven rams^and go to my 
servant Job, and offer up for yourselves a burnt offering ; 
and my servant Job shall pray for you ; for him will I 
accept : l^ Ideal with you after your folly, in that ye 
have not spoken of me the thing which is right, like my 
servant Job.^^* Thus does the divine Being expressly 
approve of the sentiment advanced by Job, and con- 
demn that advanced by his friends. He says that Job 
had spoken right, but his friends had not. We have 
already seen that Job maintained that a full and com- 
plete retribution did not take place in the present world, 
and this sentiment is approved by God himself. But 
Bliphaz and his associated, by maintaining the opposite, 
excited the wrath of the Lord, and were formally con- 
demned by him. This then is full proof that men are 
not equitably recompensed on this side the grave. And 
hence the necessity of a future retribution. 

But you will probably say that we cannot tell how 
much distress of mind the sinner feels in the midst of 
temporal prosperity. How then can you determine Aat 
he receives the full reward of his iniquity here in time ? 
If we are ignorant of the ainner'a feelings, thei^ suirelj 

• Job xlii. 7,8. 
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jon cannot say that he is punished to the full extent of 
his deserts. So this veil of ignorance which you would 
cast over the subject, is an acknowledgment that your 
views cannot be established. But is it certain that the 
virtuous, when undergoing the severest temporal and 
corporeal afflictions, always enjoy mental peace and 
quietness? Our Savior, when clothed in our nature, 
though he was pure and spotless, experienced no small 
share of grief. He says, "My soul is exceeding sorrowr 
Jul unto death." To say that all good men enjoy perfect 
tranquillity under the greatest earthly afflictions, is to 
contradict our own experience, and the common senti- 
ment of mankind. Does it appear from the history, 
that Job enjoyed mental happiness in the midst of his 
troubles ? The farthest from it possible. The whole of 
Job's conversation goes to show that his mind was pain- 
ed as well as his body. Neither is it true that the wicked 
are sorely smitten with remorse in the midst of their 
temporal prosperity. Job, as we have already seen, says, 
'Hhey are safe from fear, neither is the rod of the Al- 
mighty upon them," Thus it appears that they are 
frequently destitute of that fear and anxiety which many 
good men are called to experience. David also says, 
that they are not troubled like other men. The apostle 
Paul confesses himself the most miserable of all men, in 
consequence of the troubles which the gospel drew upon 
him in this world. From these scriptures it is mani- 
fest that cases sometimes occur in which the wicked are 
<not only more prosperous, but in fact are more happy, 
than the righteous. We do not pretend that this is 
always the case. Facts will not permit, neither does my 
theory require, me to say that as a general thing, virtue 
has less enjoyment than vice. But the same facts and 
scripture testimony constrain me to say that the wicked 
are sometimes prospered even beyond the righteous ia 
this state. 
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But on your system, you must maintain the reverse. 
Your views require that you maintain that our misery 
always increases with our guilt. It is a necessary part 
of your system that men are sufficiently punished by 
their own feelings, and that conscience is the judge 
which will render to all men their just due. Your whole 
system then rests upon the presumption that the con- 
science is always pure, and invariably metes out our 
punishment strictly to our demerits. But this position 
is repugnant to both scripture and reason. Experience 
plainly teaches us that the compunctions of conscience 
are far from being in proportion to the enormity of our 
r guilt This remorse does not keep pace with our wick- 
I edness. The novice in crime will feel more remorse for 
I stealing sixpence, than the adept in wickedness does for 
I a robbery or a murder. We know by our own experi- 
j ence, that conscience becomes more pliable, the often'er 
' she is made to bow to our evil inclinations. When 
we first commence a sinful course, conscience remon- 
strates with becoming firmness ; but if we continue to 
walk in that path, we shall find that conscience will lose 
its sting in nearly the same proportion that we progress 
in wickedness. It is the nature of sin to blunt the moral 
feelings, and lay the conscience asleep. The person 
who drinks too deep at the intoxicating bowl for the first 
time, experiences shame and remorse, while the habitual 
drunkard has lost all sense of shame, and has no other 
regret than that he does not possess the means of plun- 
ging deeper into that destructive vice. And so of aH 
other vices. The fashionable murderer, the duellist, who 
takes the field, and with deliberate aim kills his rival, is 
filled with rejoicing, rather than remorse, tie will even 
boast of his bloody exploits, and will take the field 
again, whenever an opportunity presents itself. But 
while this aspiring murderer is arrogating to himself the 
greatest honors, and has the satisfaction of being feasted 
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ftticl applauded bj a ^drrupt multitude, the tyro Id crime 
experiences the severest remorse of conscience, and is 
perhaps pining in prison. Instead of the reprovings of 
conscience being more and more severe, as we progress 
in wickedness, the very reverse of this is the truth. 
The more virtuous a man is, the more he is alive to a 
sense of accountability to God, and as he increases in 
sin, his sense of accountability decreases. The greater 
the sinner therefore, the less are the reprovings of con- 
science. Every person who has given any attention to 
the subject, must be sensible that the feelings of con- 
science are more acute in a virtuous, than in a vicious 
man. 

Now what is so clearly taught by observation and 
experience, is further corroborated by the scriptures. 
St. Paul says, '*The blood of Christ shall purge your 
eanseiences from dead works?^* This purging of the 
conscience from dead works, necessarily supposes that 
it had once been defiled by acts ot wickedness. Again 
he says, ^^The worshippers once purged should have no 
more conscience of sin.'t This passage plainly implies 
that before the worshipper was purged, his conscience 
was sinful. The conscience frequently becomes corrupt 
and sinful. Hence the apostle says, "having our hearts 
sprinkled from an evil conscience.^^l;. The apostle to 
Titus teaches the same truth — "Unto them that are 
defiled and unbelieving, nothing is pure ; but even their 
mind and conscience is defiled.^^§ Thus it appears that 
sin corrupts the whole man; even his mind and his 
conscience partake of this defilement. Once more, the 
apostle speaks of apostates who speak lies in hypocrisy, 
••havingtheif conscwfice seared with a hot iroii."|| Now 
will any person pretend that a conscience thus callous, 

• H^b. Ix. 14. t Heb x. 2. 

t:Heb.x.SS. » Til. i. 15 

I 1 Tiul. iv* S. 
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and stupified, is a suitable tribunal to determine the 
characters of men ? We are told that the Judge of all 
the earth will do right But can the same be said of a 
conscience which is sinful, evil, defiled, seared as 
with a hot iron ? Since conscience frequently becomes 
corrupt, and hardened, it follows of course that this is 
not to be the final judge of the characters of men. "For 
who could expect a correct decision, in all cases, from a 
corrupt judge ? and shall we look to a defiled conscience 
as the last and only tribunal, bjr which th^ actions of 
men are to be tried ?"* 

Men are naturally selfish beings; and sin always 
corrupts the heart, and blunts the moral feelings to that 
degree that the old veteran in wickedness will feel but 
little remorse for the most atrocious deeds. The nature 
of sin is so alluring, that the old offender will almost 
persuade himself that his behavior is not reprehensible. 
Now can we reasonably suppose that a conscience thus 
seared and defiled will do perfect justice in all cases ? 
It is the common consent of mankind that it would not 
Would it be wise in all cases of a civil nature to place 
the defendant upon the bench, and let him decide bis 
own case ? Are robbers and murderers generally allowed 
the privilege of deciding whether they shall be executed 
or not? Much otherwise. And the reason is obvious. 
It is the common sentiment of mankind that the sinner 
would always favor himself at the expense of justice and 
equity, should he be permitted to decide his own capse. 
And so with a defiled conscience; its decision would 
partake of that selfishness which is characteristic of the 
sinner. The remorse we feel, arises from a just sense of 
our accountability to God. But the adept in wickedness 
has little or no sense of his accountability, aad endea- 

* See Dissertations on fofore ponishment bj Rev. 8. C* Lovc^ ' 
land, publbhed in the Christian Repository, Vol. IV. wbeit 
b« found many excellent remarks upon tbb subject 
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Tors habitualijr to banish God from his thoughts. In the 
descriptioa of the wicked given by the Psalmist, which 
we have already noticed, does it appear that they had a 
realizing sense of their, accountability to God? The 
farthest from it possible. The passage informs us that 
they set their mouth against the heavens, and say. How 
doth Ox>d know ? and is there knowledge in the Most 
High? Here instead of admitting their accountability 
to God, they seem to doubt his taking cognizance of 
their conduct. Job also, as we have seen, represents the 
wicked as prosperous, and in consequence of this, they 
become haughty, and say unto God, depart from us^ for 
we desire not the knowledge of thy ways. Thus instead 
of feeling their accountability, they harden their hearts, 
and command God to depart from them. St. Paul after 
the Psalmist, says of certain vile characters, there is no 
fear of God before their eyes,* 

Now it would be the summit of weakness to say that 
these characters had a realizing sense of their accoun- 
tability to God, when they had no fear of him before 
their eyes. Who will have the presumption to say that 
sinners feel a just sense of their accountability to their 
Maker, while they have no fear of him, do not desire his 
instruction, but command him to depart from them ? 
Since remorse of conscience arises principally from a 
sense of our accountability to God, and the most cor** 
rapt sinners have the least sense of their accountability* 
it appears morally certain that conscience does not render 
to every man according to his deeds. Who can believe 
that the selfish, mercenary being, who will destroy bis 
neighbor's life to increase his temporal interest, will by 
the bar of his own conscience condemn himself to a just 
and equitable punishment? — But we will drop all rea- 
•QKiBg of this sort upon the subject* for the sacred wri- 
\ teri lULTC decided it forever. They assure us that the 

•Rom.iu. 18. 
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conscience becomes defiled and seared, so that the most 
abandoned sinners, instead of feeling accountable to the 
divine Being, renounce his control, despise his instmc- 
tion, and command him to depart from them. 

If we look at the conduct of men, we shall see that 
the sting of conscience does not restrain them from sin. 
Old transgressors continue to commit sin, notwithstanding 
all the horrors of cunscience. When tempted at anj 
time to commit sin, thej do not inquire whether they 
shall experience remorse of conscience ; for thej know 
that this, to a certain degree, always attends transgres- 
sion. But this they are willing to bear. Should you tell 
an old offender, that if he continued in sin, he would 
experience almost intolerable remorse in every act of 
transgression, he would probably inform you that he was 
as well acquainted with his own feelings as yourself, 
and that if he could escape human laws, it was all he 
expected or desired. The principal inquiry which an 
old sinner makes is, not whether he shall escape re- 
morse of conscience, but whether he shall escape human 
authority. We find that men are in love with sin, much 
in proportion as they practise it. There is something in 
sin which strikes the virtuous mind with dread, but the 
sinner rolls it as a sweet morsel under his tongue. 
Hence we read, ^'Men loved darkness rather than light, 
because their deeds were evil. For every one that 
doeth evil, hateth the light." Will you inform the siti- 
ner, that, if he violates the laws of God, he will expe- 
rience darkness ? This is just what he desires ; he loves 
darkness rather than light And will you call that a 
just punishment for sin, which the sinner mostly desires? 
<<Are we to look to the very darkness which meii love, 
as containing a full and equal punishment for their 
transgressions? lis this the Whole chastening bf^ tfie 
Lord, which is to humble abd SUbdUe the harrdett'ecf Irili- 
ner ? We find that men ire generally in lov€ with ini- 
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quitj, mach in proportion to their practice of iniquity. 
And although we grant that the love of iniquity is found- 
ed on deceptive principles, and the promised happy 
consequences are all a cheat to the soul ; yet they are 
such as flatter the sinner, and are, by no means, calcu- 
lated to dissuade him from pursuing his accustomed 
course. Would a person be apt to account that which 
he loves, as a punishment ? No ; nor would it, properly 
speaking, have the effect of a punishment upon his mind» 
till he is enabled to realize its chastening power. The 
argument, then, that sin does not, in many instances, 
carry with itself the reward of its full demerit, appear* 
fully supported from the nature of the case.'"*^ 

Again : the idea that the conscience punishes all men 
to the full extent of their criminality, is of the most fatal 
moral tendency. It at once aims a blow at the founda- . 
tion of civilization and order, and tends to introduce 
anarchy and confusion. If the conscience of every man 
punishes him to the full extent of his demerit, then hu- 
man punishments are unjust and cruel. Human laws 
frequently sentence men to imprisonment for life ; they 
go further, they sometimes put men to death in the most 
lingering manner. Now if conscience punishes each 
individual to the full extent of his deserts, any other 
punishment is unjust. It is inflicting a punishment 
upon those who had been, or would be sufliciently pun- 
ished without the interference of human authority. On 
this ground then, human laws are only engines of cruel- 
ty, and ought to be repealed. And if all laws are repeal- 
ed, then all government, all order, all civilization must 
fall. Now, Sir, if you maintain that conscience is a 
judge which will in this world render to every man 
according to his deeds, you are in duty bound to oppose 
the execution, and even existence of human laws. But 
do yon desire to subvert all human authority, and intro- 

* ChristiaQ RepoMtory, vol. IV. p. 66. 
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dace a state of anarchy? I am sensible that jom 
would shudder at such an idea. Then reject the un- 
scriptural notion that conscience is the only tribunal at 
which men will be tried— »a notion devoid of all authori- 
ij, and t)ne which aims a death blow at all order and 
regularity. Thus it hath been shown that conscienee is 
far from being a just and equitable judge, and coose- 
•quently it cannot be pretended that men receive their 
due reward as they pass the journey of life. 
/ We frequently see instances in which it is obvious to 
the eye of unbiassed reason, that a just retribution does 
not take place in this world. To illustrate this, we will 
suppose a case. We will suppose then, that two men, 
A and B, start in company to commit robbery and mur- 
der, and while in the very act of taking the lif^ of the 
innocent traveller, A receives a shot through the heart, 
of which he dies instantly; but B escapes alive with 
the booty. And to avoid detection B flees« and after 
wandering several months in a distant part of the coun- 
try, is detected, brought before a magistratey and coflii- 
mitted to prison, where he remains for several months 
more. He is then brought to trial, receives the sentence 
of death, is remanded back to prison, where he remains 
for months loaded with chains, and at last suffers an 
iopiominious death upon the gallows. From th^ time of 
the murder until the execution we will say was one year. 
Now this is no visionary representation. Cases of this 
nature frequently happen. 

Now I would ask, if A went in a moment to perfect 
bliss, is it not evident that A was punished too little, or 
B too much ? I will observe here that their characters 
must have stood upon a perfect level, when they assault- 
ed the innocent traveller. It matters not what their 
conduct might have been before they commenced this 
daring enterprise. For if men receive all they deserve 
in this world, they must be punished step by step as 
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they piM akng, so that if they are taken away at any 
moment^ they will have received all their punishment, 
and so be obnoxious to none after death. If one 
therefore had been ten times as vicious as the other, he 
had received ten times as much punishment; conse- 
quently they mjust both have stood on equal grounds at 
that tim^ ; they must both have received up to that time 
all that was due, no more nor no less. They must there- 
fore have cancelled all their debts up to the time of the 
A and B were alike guilty in this affair, and for 
alpue were they guilty. Now I will renew the 
question whether these men were punished alike for the 
crime of murder. B continued in this world one whole 
year.before his execution f during the whole of which 
time he was extremely unhappy. His whole year's 
severe snffecing was closed by the agonies of death. 
But A who was equally guilty, went, according to your 
views, iastanily to glory. In what sense could A be 
pnniahed for that crime ? Will you say that he was pun- 
ished bj being killed on the spot ? The innocent traveller 
th^^ WM punished as severely as the cruel murderers 
forJie idso was killed upon the spot. And B also, A's 
accempUee in mckedness, after suffering a whole year, 
suffefed death. 

Neither is temporal death a punishment for sin. If A 
had been as virtuous as St John, or Jesus himself, he 
would have suffered temporal death ; and perhaps in a 
inattaer ten times as painful as to be shot through the 
hearts So . that . l^ being killed instantly, he in fact 
escaped ;tiioBe long and severe pangs which are the com- 
moqiiLlotof those whp die a natural death. This sudden 
dtatti.tiuurefbre, ought to be considered a reward rather 
than^afnuiishmept He went out of the world more easy 
thsjahoiprobablywoold have done, had hebeen innocent. 
Yanxanttot maitttain^that A wasduly punished by losing 
his life; for.yo^^do not consider temi^t«\ d^^^S^cv:^!^^ ^ 
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punishment for sin. Tour words are— '^'Moral death is 
the effect of sin, natural death is the effect of a mortal 
eonstitutionJ'^* Again; ''Men die natural deaths* be- 
cause thej are naturally mortal ; but thej are not nat- 
urally mortal, because of sin. My opponent will sayy 
that the death of the body is in consequence of sin, 
when one man murders another ; to which I reply, one 
man could not murder another, if men were hot mortal. 
I will acknowledge that sin is often the means whereby 
natural life is ended, and my opponent must acknow- 
ledge, that it is often the means of persons' being intro- 
duced into natural life. Perhaps an hundred are intro- 
duced into existence by illicit connexions, where one is 
taken out by malice prepense.'t Here we have your 
testimony that temporal death is no punishment for sin. 
Tou cannot maintain tlierefore, that A was sufficiently 
punished by being killed. 

But perhaps you will say, if death, self-considered, 
was no punishment, it was a punishment to him to be 
taken from this world ; from his business, friends and 
relatives. But if A goes in an instant to the enjoyment 
of perfect bliss, it ought to be regarded as a reward, and 
not a punishment. By committing this crime, he was 
not only taken out of the world easier than he would 
probably otherwise have been, but he was introduced into 
heaven sooner than though he had been innocent The 
loss of life in this world, therefore, instead of being a 
punishment, was the greatest blessing. By this untimely 
death he was inducted instantly into all the enjoymenti 
of a glorified state. But while A, on your system, was 
feasting upon immortal joys, in the presence of God, B, 
his accomplice in wickedness, was for a whole year, wan- 
dering a vagabond, or pining in a dungeon. Now, Sir, 
with your system out of view, can you say that you 
think these two men were punished to the same eKtant 

* Aton» p. 59. ^ litct. V ^ 
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in this world P Were yoa to sit as a juror, and decide 
on a question of this nature, 1 am confident that your 
verdict would be, that their punishment herp u?^ une* 
^ot^ Ihat B was funished top mucA, or A too little* 

But perhaps you mi^y say t^at it is impossible for us 
tb tell what the feelings of either of these men, were, 
and consequently we cannot determine which was punr 
ishefl the most. Now this is virtually renouncing youp 
system. You contend that all punishment is confined tf 
this world, or in other words^ that, all are equi^l^ 
rewarded hei'e. We have intro^pced. a case ifi whic^ i^t 
appears very evident, that a full and equitable punish; 
ment does not take place in this wqrld. In carder to 
8up|>oif y6ur views, it is nece^sary^ that vou should be 
able Wprove, that these two individuals are punisKed in 
this state according to the^* iU deserts. But when you say- 
it is iihpossible to tell what their feelings are, you in 
reality say, that it is impossible to prove your system 
trne." Besides, such suggestions generally have an im- 
proper influence, as they tend to bewilder, rather than 
enl^teii the human mind.' We are not willing to grant 
that we are totally ignorant upon subjects of this^nature. 
T%ere are ciirtkin principles or properties pertaining to 
the liuman mind^ which are^possessed in common by us 
ali'jf and by knowing what is true of ourselves, we knoff 
v^ha^'is trde of others in the same circunistances. We 
know by ezpenence that all mental agony arises from 
retfecfion; 9xA tiie consideration of pur state or condi- 
fiilri.* We know also that all ideas take place in succes- 
•ibtf/aha consehttcnUy that a peribd •retime isneccssa^ 
rjr lb onler ' to our eipenencing eitAer happiness or mis- 
c<il. Knowing that this is tb«e of ourselves, we c^i 
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ot enduring a vast degree of saffering in an instant of 

time. 

Now on the supposition before us, A was killed in an 
instant. We know then with a good degree of certaintj 
that his sufferings could not have been great. To deny 
this, is to reject all moral eTidence, and give up the only 
proof we can have of the existence of a God. And on 
the other hand, we can be well persuaded that B's pun- 
ishment was severe. No person will pretend that his 
situation was very enviable. Chains, imprisonment, and 
an ignominious death, are not what people generally 
c^et. B's sufferings during this whole year, instead of 
being less, were in all probability greater than we are 
apt to imagine. But while B was enduring the greatest 
pain, A was partaking of boundless felicity. Now if 
heaven is better than a dungeon, and the throne of the 
Lamb than a gibbet, then it is certain that B was punish- 
ed more than A ; or rather, that one was punished severe- 
ly, the other not at all. Hence arises the necessity of a 
future retribution. 

Besides, A was taken away in sin, and could not be 
happy without repentance. The scriptures assure us 
that faith and repentance are necessary qualifications 
for the enjoyment of heaven. '*£xcept a man be bom 
again, he cannot see the kingdom of God." Repen- 
tance then, is necessary for salvation ; but repentance is 
ff progressive work. It requires mental exercise. And 
every person who has any knowledge of the philosophy 
of the human mind, must know that all ideas take place 
m succession. \ penod of time is requisite for every 
idea, thought, or resolution. No volition can exist in 
the mind, until the varVipg objects presenting themselves 
are taken into consideraiit^and duly weighed. A pe- 
ripd of time therefore, is nt^essary for every rational 
volition. Repentance is a comjAicated work,' and of 
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course must require a cousider'able length of time. That 
^resolution which is formed hastily, and without due con- 
sideration, is frequently repented of. That repentance 
which is sudden, hardlj deserves the name. For how- 
ever just it may be in itself, if the resolution was taken 
without due consideration, as it regards the individual, 
it was an inconsiderate rather than a virtuous act Re- 
pentance, to be genuine, must be rational ; and to be 
rational, it must be the result of consideration and 
reflection, which must necessarily occupy the mind for 
a considerable time. Thus it is obvious from the nature 
of the human mind, that repentance must be a gradual 
work. And the scriptures confirm this opinion. The 
apostle says to his brethren at Corinth, <<I perceive that 
the same epistle hath made you sorry, though it tvere 
but for a season. Now I rejoice, not that ye were made 
sorry, but that ye sorrowed unto repentance." Here we 
learn that repentance consists in sorrowing/or a season. 
Repentance is always attended with sorrowing, though 
sorrowing does not always effect repentance. ^For," 
continues the apostle, *'godly sorrow worketh repent- 
ance unto salvation, not to be repented of; but the sorrow 
of the world worketh death.^^ By this passage we are 
taught that that repentance which is genuine in its na- 
ture, is alwajs attended with sorrow or pain ; and that 
this sorrow always lasts for a season, or period of time. 
Repentance, therefore, is a gradual, progressive work. 
Now let us Apply this principle to the case before us. A 
was taken from time in an instant, in the very act of mur- 
der. He cannot be happy without repentance, and repen- 
tance is a painful process, which requires a period of 
time. For a season therefore, he must be unhappy. 

Faith, which is another prerequisite for the enjoy- 
ment of heaven, is a mental work. Faith is a firm assent 
of the mind to the Cruth of a proposition. And faiths to 

• 2 Cor. vii. 8, 9, 10. 
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be valuable, mast be founded upon good evidence. It 
Wodld-be rashness in any person to give credence to a 
proposition, until he had, to the best of his understand- 
ing; examined the evidence on both sides of the ques- 
tion. Now this is a work of no small magnitude ; and 
the more important the question, the greater care men 
•iight to be^ow in adjusting and weighing the evidence. 
To* pretend that faith is only a momentary work, is to 
eontridict good sense, and the daily experience of nuui- 
iind. "Faltii,'* sa;ys the apostle, <'cometh by hearin^y^ 
that is, faith is produced by the weight of evidence. To 
be well grounded, it must rest upon substantial evidence, 
t^aiith ih God must arise from the evidence he has ^ven 
us tn the volumes of nature and revelation. And who 
will have the vanity to declare that by a single glance 
6f the mind, a mikn may see and examine all the evi- 
dence contained in nature and revelation? It'isim- 
possible for a man, with the ordinary faculties of our 
Mature, to acquire a genuine and well-grounded faith \fk 
a moment. Thus we see that faith and repentance, 
which are absolutely necessary for salvation, are bp.th oT 
hgtaduali progressive nature V both require a period of 
time foi' their full and perfect exercise. 
' Now how is A; who was killed in an instant, in the 
very perpetration of a heinous act, to be admitted to 
heaven? He cannot be saved .without repentance ; and 
repentance is not only a progressive worx, but is alw'ayf 
attended' wiih a hearty sorrow for sin. Itepehtance, 
ddf'Cqrisiietedi is a p^ishment. It is a reg^t which 
is 'always attended With compunctions of Conscience. 
A,' therefore, biefere he cfin be admi^tfsd inio heaven, 
hxLSi be exercised by repentance^, and the very idfea of 
repentanc<^'8npj[K>8es'pain akid remorse. For a peripd, 
af Uasit, he iiiu&t"be an|iaj>py. Aeain; he cannot b^ 
savcid' without faith; biit faith is a work of time. He 
iannbt, therefore, enter immediately into the enjoyment 
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of perfect bliss. Now on the supposition before us, it is 
as evident* as almost anj truth whatever, which rests 
upon moral evidence, that these two persons are not 
rewarded in this state of being according to their deserts. 

There are manj considerations which go to show 
that a full retribution does not take place here in time. 
The verj idea of accountability supposes a time of ren- 
dering an account ; and as men are accountable for the 
actions performed the last moment of their lives, it is 
manifest that the time of rendering the account must be 
after the close of this mortal life. This idea is conirmed 
bj those passages which speak of a day of judgment; 
which will be considered in our next. From what has 
been offered already, I trust it is apparent, that, as a 
full retribution does not take place in this world, we 
may reasonably look for it beyond the grave. Since 
some men are punished for a long series of years for one 
crime, and others are taken from this state in an instant, 
in the very perpetration of a crime equally atrocious, it 
is clear that they must be punished after death, if they 
are punished at all. Neither are such persons in a right 
frame of mind to enjoy happiness. You cannot say with 
consistency, that they are qualified for heaven instantly 
at or in death, for, 

SL It is an acknowledged principle with you, that 
religion is progressive in its nature and operations. 
We have just been laboring to show that faith and re- 
pentance are of a gradual character, or that a period of 
time is requisite for their proper exercise. But we might 
have saved ourselves this labor ; for it is a principle for 
which you strongly contend. We have already seen,* 
that you maintain that men are saved by knowledge 
which is gradually acquired. No one is more opposed 
to instantaneous conversions, than yourself. You con- 
stantly I'epresent the work of the kingdom as a gradual, 
* Letter IH. 



TOffressive.work. Now will you assert, in opposition to 
ourbwn sentiment, that those who die in gross wicked- 
ef8,i¥ili be ciiaheed in aibomenf? If Qodleads sinners 

Repentance in this world, only by a gradual, minfut 

Jrocess, can we suppose that the moral principles of the 
iVine ijovernment will be so far change^ at death, as 
to introduce a murderer instantly into' heaven ? Will 
God alter fundamentally the principles of his govern- 
nient, only to let the most hardened sinners escape tlie 
|)unishment which they so justly deserve? Can we 
%iw\i such an essentid change in the divine Being, 
irhen the scriptures ^ssuris us, that he is immutable— 
htthbui the least variableness, or shadow of turning ? 
—You admit that all moral changes in this world are of 
a gradual nfature. This principle being laid down, will 
apply in all cases, unless the contrary be clearly proved. 
When any general rule is acceded to by both partieisy 
we have a right to apply it in every case, unless the ex- 
ception can be clearly made out And the party yhicl^ 
sbill assert that there is an exception to this rule, is 
jiound by all rules of fair debate to make good his asser- 
tion^ * The labor of proof lies entirely with ^im whp 
asserts an exception in general ruleiB. Tnis pripc'iple, 
which I think will be admitted iij evtrj sound man, wiil 
fipply to the case now before us. You assort t)^ai alt 
moral changes are gradualy KTiA to this I accede.^ ^o^ 

1 have a right to apply this principle in every cjase ; vA 
if you object to its universal applipation, it is ypur Ifu^i- 
ness to prove that there is an exception to this rule, ^d 
not mine to prpve that there is not. Now a' BersQQ i^ 
taken from this world in a gross act of iniquity, an4 a^ 
repentance is necessary to his admittance i^ito heaye^ 
and as repentance is a grad^i^l w:ork, it is manifest ^t 
such a person cannot be immediately happ^. But if 
you, to avoid this conclusion, asseri t^at ije was changf^ 
ioslaiiily at death, it belongs to you to prove tJiis auer- 
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^ion. 3ut if you decline this, jou decline sppporting 
ypjir sjstep by honorable means. 1 have be^n thus 
jHirticoIar in stating this principle, becnuse I conceive 
.JUiat it hf 8 frequently been overlooked. It is unless to 
VgQO, unless we have distinct views of the ground on 
which our arguments rest. 

Our knowledge of a future state is derived from the 
scriptures. But although reason alope could never have 
.tl^ught a future state of being, yet ^ future state being 
revealed in the scriptures, reason comes in, and enables 
.ns to form consistent notions relative to the nature of 
that state. Now we have no argument from reason which 
casts so much light upon a future state, as that drawn 
from analogy* We know with a good degree of certainty 
thi|t pious and virtuous affections will produce happiness 
in a future state, because this is analogous to what we 
experience in this world. You very frequently advert 
fo analogy to disprove endless misery. You say, it is 
evident that God will be good to all his creatures in a 
f)itare state, because he b good to them here. 

f^ojr let us introduce analogy in the case before us. 
you maintain that conversions in this state are of a grad- 
mffi, progressive nature. This being true in this world, 
analogy teiiches us that the same will hold good in a 
fypire state. Analogy in this case has more tiian ordi- 
l^ary strength ; for the principle for which we contend» 
19 anaiogpuSf not only in relation t^ the divine govern- 
ment, but also in relatioi^ to the faculties of the humi^n 
ip^ind, tp what is experienced here. Unless the. divine 
^i|[^ tiifits fundamentally the moral principles of his 
gqvjernipent, and men are converted into infinite beings 
1^^ cl^anging worlds, it follows that repentance w;ill be a 
gn^uai vvork after death, as much as it is heforf; ; and 
ti)^t ii| will be attep49f'l ^i^^ ^PTr97 ^V p<MQ there^ a^ Wl 
Its.' here. iPujt p^r^p^ yoi^ wijl be rearfy tp dfij t|iat,t^i 
SAalogy ^l nQthpU gqo4 ifl ^l.a^ies j for. tlM» »9rt\l- 
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tures plainly teach some doctrines relative to a futare 
state, which are not analogous to what takes place here. 
This is readily admitted. But let it be shown that the 
case before us is of that description. We ask for one 
solitary text, which plainly says, that God, in a future 
state, alters the principles of his moral government, so 
as to take a murderer, whose heart is full of malice, and 
whose hands are reeking with blood, instantly to heaven, 
when similar characters, in this world, would have been 
punished for months and years. We are disposed to 
grant that there are some things pertaining to a future 
state, whid^h are quite different from any thing we see in 
this world ; but still we insist that the moral prUidples 
of the divine government are always the same. And if 
you deviate from these general principles^ and alter 
fundamentally the government of God, you ought to be 
able to prodvice a. thus saith the Lord^ to prove your 
position. 

S. It is an acknowledged principle with us both, that 
all punishment is salutary. But, sir, we frequently see 
men subjected to punishment in consequence of their 
sins, and this punishment continues to the day of their 
death, without producing any beneficial effect. Not- 
withstanding all the punishment which attends them 
here, they live in sin, increase in wickedness, and die at 
last in open rebellion. We know that this punishment 
was not salutary, that it did not reform the sinners in 
this state ; for they died in the perpetration of soma 
sinful act Now if this punishment does not extend into 
a future state, it is evident that it does not reform them. 
The punishment then, was not salutary, and of course 
not merciful. Perhaps you will say that these men were 
reformed by death. But this is only begging the ques- 
tion ; and if we should grant it, you would gain nothing 
thereby. For we have already seen that you do not 
Admit temporal death to be a punishment for sin. 
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Now with what prpprletj can you maintain that all 
panishment is designed to reform the offender, and that 
it is certain of its object ? In the case before us, we have 
«een that a person was punished for years, and during 
^at time oniy^ grew hardened in sin, and was finallj 
reformed by some other means. He could not, on your 
system, be reformed by punishment. Suppose a person 
should be sentenced to the State Prison a certain num- 
ber of years for the crime of tlieft ; and . that immedi- 
ately jafter his time had expired, and he was nsleas^d, 
he should wilfully commit the crime of murder. Would 
any person pretend to say that this confinement proved 
salutary te him ? No man of sober sense would advance 
such an idea. Neither can it be said with any propriety* 
that the punishment which God inflicts upon men in this 
world, effects their reformation, when the punished close 
^eir lives with deeds of iniquity. Thus, sir, you must 
give up your favorite theory, relative to immediate hap- 
pini^fls. Or else confess that punishment is not salutary, 
but vindictive. And if you admit that punishment is 
iaot salutary, you must renounce the doctrine of the 
'*)l«s^tnti6n of all things." But only admit that pun- 
ishment is extended beyond death, and the whole diffi- 
culty is solved. Though punishment is salutary, our 
daily experience teaches us, that for a season it may be 
productive of the opposite effect. A little punishment 
Witl frequently enrage a person, when a continuation of 
ihe same punishment will humble and subdue (lim. So 
on our scheme we can with propriety admit, that all ^he 
punbhment men experience in this world, does in some 
cases fail of its object ; but by continuing this punish* 
ment into a future state, till it produces reformation, we 
can consistently maintain that all punishments are salu- 
tary. 

From the considerations adduced in this Letter, it 
appears that punishment must be extended into a future 
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state. W6 have shown that an indlvidaal consciousness 
is inseparable from a future state of existence, and that 
this consciousness must of necessity, make those unhap- 
py after death, who leave this world in the very perpe- 
tration of Clime. We have further seen that a full and 
equitable retribution does not take place in this world, 
and consequently it must in a future ;->that those who 
are taken away in the commission of crime cannot enter 
into immediate happiness, fur repentance is necessary to 
salvation, and that is a progressive work, and is always 
attended with sensations of remorse ; — and that punish- 
ment must, in certain cases, be extended into a future 
state, otherwise we must give up the idea that punish- 
ment is salutary. Now these considerations, were there 
nothing else in the scriptures, would naturally lead our 
minds to the thought of a future retribution. When the 
sacred writers had told us that men should be punished 
according to their deeds, or till they became penitent, 
they had plainly involved a future discipline. They 
knew the scenes we had witnessed ; they knew that we 
had seen many depart this life in gross wtckedneM, and 
they inform us that such persons shall be punished, till 
they reform. There was no great necessity of their say- 
ing that such characters would be punished after death ; 
they knew that this would follow from the nature of the 
case. They were very careful to lay down the premises, 
being, as would seem, sensible that we could not mistake 
the eonelusion. 

In my next I shall call your attention to more direct 
proof of a future retribiition. 

Yours, &c. 
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A Future Judgment, 

BSV. AND DEAR BROTHER, 

Having stated several considerations which necessaril j 
implj a future retribution, I will now, as was proposed, 
call jour attention to more direct proof on this subject* 
The point which now claims our attention, is that of a 
future judgment* But before adducing any scriptures 
in proof of this, four things will be premised. 

1. Though the scriptures teach a future state of exis- 
tence, jet the passages applying to that subject, or even 
to a future state in any form, are much fewer in number 
than most people are apt to imagine. 1 speak of those 
passages which apply directly and necessarily to a future 
state. When I say that the passages of this description 
are not so numerous as is frequently thought, I advance 
a sentiment in which you will readily acquiesce. Now 
as the texts which apply to a future state are not very 
numerous, it cannot be expected that we shall be able 
to produce a large catalogue of passages in proof of a 
future judgment, or even of a future retribution. But a 
host of texts are not wanted. To use the language of 
the Bible itself, *^by the mouth of two or three witnesses 
every word shall be established." Now if it can be 
proved by two or three passages that there will be a 
future judgment, this will be amply sufficient. And that 
person who will not yield to such evidence, would not 
be convinced by a larger number of texts. 

S. A future judgment necessarily supposes a future 
punishment. The very idea of a judgment or trial' sup- 
poses that some may be subjected to suffering. Of this, 
you and those of your sentiment appear to b^ %«xa^^ \ 
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for you deny a future, general judgment. But this point 
is clearly decided by the scriptures. St Peter says, that 
God reserves the unjust unto the day of judgment to be 
punished.* This passage plainly asserts that the unjust 
will be punished at the day of judgment* They are re- 
served to the judgment, for the express purpose of being 
punished. St Paul speaks of the righteous jttdgtn^nt of 
God, who will render indignation and wrdOi, tribulaHon 
and anguish^ to every man that doeth evil, iti fhe day^ 
when God shall judge the secrets of men by Jesus Chrisit 
This passage also makes it evident that when the judg- 
ment takes place, some win be subjected' to auftenng: 
Every passage therefore, which speaks of a (iitiire judg- 
ment, teaches a future punishment, even though' punish- 
ment is not expressed in the passage. The idea of pun- 
ishment is included in that of judgment; and whenever 
a judgment is mentioned, a punishment is implied. If a 
future judgment, therefore, can be established, a future 
punishment will follow as a matter of course. 

S. Not only every passage which speaks of a judgment 
in a- future state, but every* passage which designates 
^ny particular jpertod of judgment in this st^te, is an 
argument in' fkvor of a future retribution. Your system 
does not admit of any sp^ciaZ judgment'; that is, of any 
judgfnent which takes place at any specified tim'e. Ac* 
cording to your views, men are punished at one period 
as much as at another. There is no period or time, when 
they are punidhed by God beyond their deserts. Even 
at the destruction of Jerusalem, to which period you 
apply almost every threatening in the New-Testament 
men', you'coii tend, received no more than they justly mer- 
ited ; and on your system, this is exactly what they have 
received in all ages of the world. No one period^ there- 
foi<e, call be'ctAltd'tLddj/of jwig'iheht anjr more tluA 

* ft ftUr ii. 9. t Rob. ii^ 6^16J 



LETTER V. • 125 

another. Now any passage which treats of a day of 
judgment, though it should appear that the passage ap- 
plies to the present world, is in reality a confutation of 
your system ; a& it supposes that the judgment does not 
take place at all times, at one period as much as at an 
fytiier. 

4. In order to understand any writer, it is necessary 
to take into view the opinions of those to whom he ad- 
dresses himself. This is a principle of interpretation to 
which no reasonable man can object. Now let us apply 
this wholesome rule to the case before us. What then 
was the optnion of those to whom the gospel was address- 
ed P Theif believed in a future state ef rewards and 
jnmJsKmefifft Not only the Jews, but the heathen, be- 
lieved in a future judgment and punishment. For the 
tnith of this, there is the best authority.* Mr. Balfour, 
a late writer on your side of the question, has clearly 
proved on the authority of Dr. Whitby^ Dr. Campbell, 
Le ClerC| and others, that the Jews and all the heathen 
nations believed in a state of rewarda and punishments 
after death. When we speak of the Jews as believing 
in a Aititfe punishment, it will of course be understood 
that we except the small seot of the Sadducees, which 
did not believe in a future state at all. Such then was 
the opinion of those to whom our Savior and his apostles 
addressed themselves; they all believed in a future 
jttdgment and punishment. I do not mention this as 
aflRwdfaig direct evidence of a future judgment ; but I do 
contend that it is necessary to consider this circumstance, 
in order to a right understanding of those passages which 
■pea^ of a day of judgment. Every person of any dis- 
oenioient must know that the same terms and phrases 
will be understood differently by different persons, and 

* Bee Tappan^B Lectured on the Jewish Antiquitiet, Josephus' 
Woiin, Bnikei'B Hntbria Critica Pbilo8ophic&^ Vnd<b«vxi^% C^is^ 
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that their different customs and opinions contribute to 
this in a very great degree. Tell a person in the State 
of New-York that you will give him a shilling for a cer- 
tain article, and he will understand you mean by the 
term shilling, 12^ cents; but if you tell a person ia 
New-England that you will give him a shilling, he wilF 
understand you to mean 16f cents. Now this difference 
in understanding the same term, arises solely from cus*- 
tom ; they being in a habit of reckoning 8, and we but 6 
shillings to the dollar. We should both on hearing the 
word shilling, conclude that the person used the word 
in its common acceptation with us, and so should under- 
stand it diffisrently. 

And it is precisely so with regard to matters of opin- 
ion. For instance, the phrase, great God^ would con- 
vey very different ideas to different persons. All 
persons who have enjoyed the light of revelation, would 
understand the phrase to denote the self-existent Jeho- 
vah. But the heathen who believed that Jupiter, the 
son of Saturn, was the greatest of all the gods, would 
understand the phrase, great Ood, to denote Jupiter. It 
is manifest therefore, that every person, when he hears 
any language made use of, will interpret it according to 
his own opinion, or in other words, will understand it in 
its common acceptation, unless he is expressly told that 
the terms are to be understood in another sense. Now 
any Christian who should go among the heathen, and 
speak in praise of the great god, with a knowledge that 
they would; of course, understand him to allude to Jupi- 
ter, would be accused of dishonesty. And he could not 
vindicate himself against this charge, without saying 
that he meant to confirm them in their opinions, being 
persuaded of their truth. Every person who means to 
be understood, will vary his language according to the 
opinions of those to whom he speaks. 
Now let it be distinctly remembered that those to 
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whom Christ and his apdsiles addressed themselves, 
were believers in a future judgment. "Now if this doc- 
trine be false," says a judicious writer,* "we should nat- 
urally expect that Christ would have offered something 
directly against it; or if he had not thought proper to 
have done this, he would have avoided the use of expres- 
sions, which are calculated by their natural import to 
support thcf doctrine. We think it will not be denied, 
that a number of passages, with comparatively few 
exceptions, have been understood by the Christian worid 
to refer to, and clearly support the belief of such a peri- 
od. For instance, let us take the expression of our 
liOrdw For every idle word that men shall speaks they 
shall give an account thereof in the day of judgment. 
These words are spoken without comment to a people 
who already believed in a future judgment and retribu- 
tion, and were written as a standing testimony of our 
Savior for the benefit of their posterity, who would 
naturally interpret them according to these circumstan- 
ces* It is a well known fact, that every man who means 
to be understood, calculates to adapt his language to the 
situation of his hearers in such a manner, as to accom- 
modate himself to their customs and usages. People 
seldom think, when a man uses their language, that he 
means something very different, unless particularly in- 
structed that such is his meaning, or his known senti- 
ments and mode of speaking suggest the idea. But we 
know not that Jesus ever offered any plainer language 
on this subject, than has reached our times. To bring 
this matter to ourselves, we think the public will bear us 
testimony^ that our brethren who oppose our views on 

* Rev, Samuel C. Loveland, of Reading, Vt. I will embrace 
this opportoni^ to recommend to the attention of the public, 
five ^DiMertations on fa tare punishment,'* written by oar author, 
and published in Vol. IV. of the Christian Repository, of which 
he was then the Editor, as an able defence of our Tiews on this 
subject. I shall avail myself of several quotations from them on 
the subject of the jtu^gmen/. 
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this subject, very seldom or never find occasion in tbeir 
writing or sermons^ to mention such passages of scrip- 
ture without a labored comment, to show that they do 
not favor either future punishment, or the common doe- 
trine of endless misery. And why is this P No doubt, 
because they auppose the public prejudices are such» 
that those texts cannot safely be adverted to without 
being misunderstood* Well, if the public are liable to 
be led astray by the natural import of such passages 
now, were they in a better situation in the days of 
Christ?"* 

Since Christ and his apostles^ when speaking to thoee 
vho believed in a future judgment and punishment, 
used language which naturally teaches such a doctrine, 
it is manifest that they meant to inculcate that doctrine. 
They could not with any propriety, nay, they could not 
with common honesty, use such language to persons in 
that situation, unless they intended to countenance a 
future retribution. And the use you make of such pas- 
sages is evidence of this. The prevalence of the doc- 
trine of a future judgment and punishment in the apos- 
tolic age^ will account for the manner in which the 
sacred writers have treated it They do not introduce 
it very frequently, and when they do, they do not labor 
the point so fully as they do some others. This circum- 
stance, however, instead of weakening the evidence, 
tends to strengthen it. It shows that this opinion was 
not disputed, and that the little they said would be 
readily understood ; and this was confirming the doc- 
trine in the strongest manner possible. St Paul, when 
writing to his own countrymen, speaks of a future judg- 
ment as a truth admitted by all. He refers to it as to an 
acknowledged fact, and makes use of it to illustrate the 
death and resurrection of Christ '<As it is appointed 
unto men once to die, and after this the judgment, so 

* Chrhtian Repository, Vol. IV. pp. 11, 12. 
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Christ once offered up himself."* This passage not 
onlj contains direct proof of a future judgment, but it 
goes also to show that a future judgment was believed 
bj the Hebrews. St Paul assumed it as an admitted 
principle, as a truth of the greatest notoriety, which he 
never would have done, if this opinion had not been pre- 
valent. When the same apostle assumes the universa" 
lity of the atonement,t and argues from it as a truth of 
notoriety, the passage, as you will admit, contains the 
greatest proof possible, that Christ died for all. It not 
only shows that this was the apostle's opinion, but it 
shows at the same time, that those to whom he wrote 
acknowledged the same truth. And so of the passage 
in Hebrews. The apostle in that passage not only 
teaches his belief in a judgment after deaths but he 
teaches us at the same time, that this was a sentiment 
which none who believed in a future state, presumed to 
call in question. 

Having hinted that but few passages comparatively 
apply to a future state at all, and consequently that the 
passages which treat of a future judgment, cannot be 
very numerous ;— >that the very idea of judgment in- 
cludes punishment ;-— that all passages which designate 
any parHciUar period as the time of judgment, neces- 
sarily involve a future retribution ;— and that those to 
whom the gospel was first preached, were believers in a 
future state of rewards and punishment, and conse- 
quently that the New Testament writers could not with 
safety or even with honesty use such language as they 
did, unless they intended to teach a future judgment-— 
we will now call your attention to some of those scrip- 
tures which appear to inculcate the doctrine in question. 

The first text I shall introduce to prove a future 
judgment is Acts xxiv. 85 ; ««And as Paul reasoned of 

• Heb. nt. t7, «8. t 2 Cor. v. 14, 16. 
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righteottsness, teitipefancei and a judgment to eome, 
Felix treinblcld."-«^W€ have already seen that a belief 
in a fatilre judgment (treTailed generailj in the days of 
Christ and his apostles. Felix probably believed in that 
senlimentt though like most men in power, he thought 
bttt little upon religions subjects. Or at least, he must 
haye heard of the doctrine, and on hearing Paul treat 
upon that subject, the principle of fear was excited^ 
Upon this passage Mr. Loveland remarks,* '*The apos- 
tle's reasoning upon righteousness and temperance, in 
eonnexion with a jadgnrent to come, set home to 
Felix's mind a strong conyiction for his iniquity, and 
powerfully portrayed to his view, the unhappy andlast* 
Ing consequences of a Wicked life. Is It not reasonable 
to conclude th^t the cause of FeHx's trembling was his 
hearing the doctrine of righteousness and temperand^ 
clearly explained, and the practice more powerfully en* 
forced ; and in addition to this, a future judgment and 
consequent punishment for wtckednesd, more ceitain 
and more terrible than he was accustomed to bear? Qua 
it be rationally accounted for on any other eonsideni'' 
tion ? On the other hand, had St. Paul reasoned on these 
subjects as many ef our preachers now dO| would Felix or 
any other man like him, be likely to tremble ? Had Felix 
totally disbelieved the doctrine of future punisbmenty and 
St. Paul had r;easoned against it, what could have made 
him tremble ? Had Felix believed the doctrine of future 
punishment, and Paul had reasoned contrary to has 
views, his attention would have been called to less puu" 
ishment than he believed, of course no one etuld sup* 
pose that in that case^ he would have trembled^ Hence 
it is perceived, that the text cannot but have a stroi^ 
bearing in fi&ver of future punishment from tiiis oonsid- 
eratioa." 
Tour remark upon the passage, is, that it givat no 



* Christian Repository, Vol. IV^ pc 132. 
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intimtAum thai fhe judgment is in a future state/^ It 
is trutf the passage itself does Dot expressly mention a 
future state* neither does it mention the present state ; 
it is equally silent upon both. But the expression^ 
judgment to eome, or future judgment, seems to carrj 
the mind into a future state, much more naturally than 
to confine it to this. And we have aeen that a rational 
account can be given of Felix's trembling* by applying 
tiK passage to a future state ; but if the passage be 
applied to this world, we can give no probable cause of his 
trembling. Neither can you, on your system, make any 
tolerable sense of the passage. Paul spoke of a judgment 
to corns. But on your exposition, the phrase, to eome, is 
totally senseless. Why did the apostle use the expres- 
sion^ to eome, unless the event was future ? But on 
year scheme, the judgment is as much past as future. 
Men, after St. Paul made this declaration, received only 
their just desert, and this, according to your views, is 
what they have always experienced. Paul, therefore, 
had he believed with you, might have reasoned of a past 
or present judgment, with as much propriety as of a 
future one. Suppose then Paul had reasoned of a pre- 
sent judgment, instead of Felix's trembling, he would 
probably have regarded it as an insult, and told the 
apostle that he knew his own feeKngs, As well as any 
other person knew them. To pretend, as you probably 
wilU that this judgment was then future, but still in the 
present world, is in fact renouncing year system. For 
if Felix stood exposed to some signal judgment, for the 
critnea of n^hich he had been guilty, then he was not 
sufficiently punished for his sins a» kt passed along ; 
n,nA tins bring the case, it argues the need of a future 
judgment. 

Another passage in point is Acts xvikSO^ 31. «<Aiid 
the times of thia %iionmce, God winked at^ but new 

• IU|>}y to Menflt, p* Ift* 
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commftndeth all men every where to repent ; because he 
hath appointed a day, in the which he will judge the 
world in righteousness, by that man whom he hath 
ordained, whereof he hath given assurance unto all, in 
that he hath raised him from the dead." On this passage 
I shall adopt the remarks of my worthy friend.* 

1. '^If the punishment of sin is always immediately 
and inseparably connected with the act, we know not 
how God winked at the "times of ignorance," any OMVe 
than under the dispensation in which the light of &e 
gospel shone. 

2. God's appointing a day to judge the world, denotes 
some particular period. Did it denote any day what- 
ever, it could not be an appointed day. 

S. It being an appointed day to judge the worlds the 
judgment must of course naturally follow the works 
of the world, for which ic is to be judged. 

4. God's calling all men every where to repent, is 
enforced from the consideration tliat all men are to be 
judged in the day which God has appointed. 

5. If the day which God has appointed, denotes some 
specified period, and not any time whatever, and was in 
the apostolic age, then the text does not call upon those 
of after ages to repent, from the consideration that there 
wilt be a judgment; because the judgment is already 
past. 

6. But if the judgment is some particular period, and 
all the world are to be judged, it will follow that that 
day of judgment is in future life." 

To avoid the force of this passage^ you labor to show 
that the word, judge, signifies to rule. But if this should 
be granted, it would be nothing to your purpose. For 
the very idea of ruling, supposes a law, and a law sup- 
poses a penalty, which will be inflicted in case of 
transgression. So that your assertion, there is nothing 

* See Christian Repository, VoL IV. p. 133. 
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said ofc&Kdemnifig any,* is entirely futile. But let ns 
look for a moment to the consistency of your exposition* 
You apply the passage to what you call th^goipel day in 
this stated and explain it to mean that Christ will rule 
the world by his gospel. But you say, Mere ts nbthing 
said of eandetnning any, that is, no one will be punished 
in this world ! Thus would you argue all punishment, 
both present and future, out of existence. So that if 
your remarks have any weight in this case, they oppose 
your views as much as they do mine. 

Hebrews ix. ST, 28, next claims our attention. ''And 
as it is appointed unto men once to die, but after thb 
the judgment ; so Christ was once oflfered to bear the 
sins of many ; and unto ' them that look for him, shall 
he appear the second time, without sin unto salvation." 
This passage asserts in the plainest manner that the 
judgment is qfter death. And the apostle's mentioning 
this as a truth of notoriety, shows that it was then an 
acknowledged doctrine. The view I have given of the 
text is natural and easy ; it is the most obvious sense 
of the passage* The scriptures being given for the ben- 
efit of mankind at large, the majority of whom are far 
from being critics, that interpretation which most natu- 
rally presents itself to the unbiassed mind, is generally 
preferaUe to that interpretation which is forced upon a 
passage to make it harmonize with a preconceived opin- 
ion. The exposition you give of the passage is so far- 
fetched and unnatural, that I presume that not one in a 
hundred would ever have hit upon it ; and it would be 
caating a reproach upon the Deity, to say that he has 
given us a revelation which would mislead ninety -nine 
hundredths of his children. Your interpretation of the 
passage is this ;— As the high priest under the law died 
in his sacrifice ; so Christ once died. That the reader 
ndiy see how far your exposition differs from the textj I 

• Reply to Merritt, p. 16. 
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will subjoifi the passage, and place your exposition di- 
rectlj under it in italics. 

' *<And as it is appointed unto men 

Jind asUis appoinUd unto mer^ who are high prieHt^ 

"once to die ; 

to dUfiguraiivthf in their sacriJUet ; 

**but after this the judgment ; so Christ was once, &c. 
but afttr (^if, juaiQUxAion ;^»o Chritt vhu once^ SfC* 

By the above it will be seen that you both add to, and 
take from the passage. You leave out the emphatic word, 
once, and add the clauses, who are high priests, and fig- 
uratively in their sacrifices. You also substitute the 
word justification, for that of judgment. But is not this 
taking undue latitude in explaining the word of God ? 
Grant me such latitude, and I can make the scriptures 
teach whatever I please. 

But you attempt to justify your exposition by the con- 
nexion. You say, '.^Writing to the Hebrews, the apostle 
very prudently endeavored to lead their minds into the 
true knowledge of Christ by using the rites of the law 
dispensationt to which they were religiously attached, to 
represent Jesus and his ministry of reconciliation."* 
This statement, though true in the main, is not fully cor- 
rect ; or, does not embrace the whole truth. The apos- 
tle alluded to the law dispensation, but this is not all ; he 
frequently called their attention to events which made 
no part of that dispensation. It was the design of the 
apostle to recommend the gospel to his brethren, by 
showing them that it was quite similar to something 
which they already believed. That the apostle did not 
confine himself to the '*rites of the law dispensation/' 
appears by his referring to Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, 
Isaac, Jacob, Melchisedec, &c.t persons who existed long 
' before the giving of the law. The apostle not only com- 
pares Christ and his gospel with persons and events 
prior to the giving of the law, but in this very epistle, he 

* Sermon on Heb. ix. 27, 28. t Chaps, v. vi. xi. 
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compares our Savior with mankind, that is, with men in 
all ages. His words are — "For we have not an high priest 
which cannot be touched with the feelings of our infirm- 
ities ; but was in all points tempted like as we are, yet 
without sin."* Here JPaul found that the "rites of the 
law dispensation failed him, and to represent the char- 
acter of our great High Priest perfectly, he had recourse 
to natural things ; he compares him with the children of 
men generally. Again, he compares Jesus with man- 
kind. "Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of 
flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of 
the same ; that through death, he might destroy him 
that had the power of death, that is, the devil."t Here 
again, Paul referred to mankind to set forth the Savior's 
character in its proper light. But why did Paul leave 
the Mosaic dispensation ? For this good reason ; he 
found nothing in the rites of that dispensation which 
would answer his purpose on this point And knowing 
that an undoubted fact drawn from any source, would 
answer his purpose equally as well, he referred to the 
constitutional infirmities of men, to show that our Lord 
was subject by nature to the same infirmity. And here 
the figure was complete. As men partake of flesh and 
blood, so Christ partook of the same. Thus it will be 
seen, that instead of confining himself to the "rites of the 
law dispensation," the apostle had recourse to any ac- 
knowledged fact, which would serve his purpose in set- 
ting forth our Savior's character and labors correctly. 
In the passages we have already cited, we have seen 
that he refers to mankind at large, to exhibit one trait in 
the Redeemer's character. And so in the passage in 
question. The death and appearing of Christ, are rep^ 
resented by men's suffering literal death, and appearing 
again at the judgment. It is also worthy of remark, that 
tiie passages we have quoted teach us that Christ took 

• Beb. ir. SB. ir Be\>/Tft^^» 



^36 LETTER V. 

upon himself oar mortal nature, that he m^^ <H0^ 
death. He took flesh and blood, says the passage, <<that 
through death, he might destroy the deyll." This pas- 
sage virtually tells us, that Christ took our mortel 
nature, that he might die like mortal creatures. Now 
as the apostle refers to mankind to represent Christ's 
taking his mortal nature, we may naturally suppose 
that he would refer to men to represent his laying it 
down. And this he has done in the passage before us. 
As men die once, so Christ once died. 

But you say, the apostle ''in the context draws a 
parallel between the high priest under the law, and the 
great apostle and high priest of our Christian profes- 
sion."* This is readily admitted. But he finds his 
figure fail him. The high priest offered his sacrifices 
yearly; but Christ died but once; the high priest did 
not die literdLly, but Christ did. Here then was a great 
dissimilarity. The high priest as a figure failed him in 
two important particulars. This the apostle acknow- 
ledges when he says, verses S5th and 26th, ''Nor yet 
that he should offer hims<Af often, as the high priest en-^ 
tereth into the holy place every year by the blood of 
others ; for then must he often have suffered since tiie 
foundation of the world ; but now once in the end of the 
world hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice 
of himself?^ It will be seen by this quotation, that the 
apostle confesses that the parallel between Christ and; 
the high priest did not hold good in all cases. It fkHed- 
him in two important particulars, viz, 1. The Jewish 
sacrifices were offered often, but the Christian but o«^ 
%. The high priest offered the Hood of others hut €hris^ 
olj^red hisotim. The Jewish, high priest and saiorifioe 
fiuling him, the apostle has recourse to another %urd 
which would express the verjE thing he desiml, viit. that 
Christ died lU$nMy, and; died but cmee. A^d this he 

• S«iRmoiiHeb«buyi^t%. 
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finds in the condition of mankind. As in a former case, 
he refers to mankind to represent Christ's taking im- 
mortality^ so here he refers to mankind to represent his 
laying it doum. Accordingly in the verse next follow- 
ing those last quoted, he introduces the human kind as 
a figure to represent the process through which Christ 
had to pass. His words are — "And as it is appointed 
unto men once to die^ but after this the judgment; so 
Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many ; and 
unto them that look for him shall he appear the second 
time without sin unto salvation." Here the parallel is 
drawn, not between Christ and the high priest, but 
between Christ and mankind. As men die literally 
once, and after this appear at the judgment; so Christ 
died once literaUy> and after this, will appear again, 
llius. Sir, the context, instead of supporting your expo- 
sition, goes directly to support the one for which we 
contend. 

We will now attend to the language of 'the passage. 
''And as it is appointed unto men once to die." The 
comparison expressed by the conjunction, as, relates to 
the number of times. As men die once, so Christ died 
once. But on your exposition, the comparison is entirely 
lost, as we shall presently show. "As it is appointed 
unto men once to die." The scriptures represent man's 
continuance on earth as fixed ; the time of his death as 
app<nnted. Job says^ "Is there not an appointed time to 
man on the earth F"* Again, he says> "Thou hast ap- 
pointed his bounds which he cannot pa88."t Well then 
might tiie apostle say, it is appointed unto men once to 
die. The passage says* "it is appointed unto men to 
die." The word men is here used without any qualifi- 
cation or limitation, and consequently must apply to 
mankind at large. To limit this to a part of mankind, 

•Jobvii. 1. tJobxW. li. 
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and especially to the Jewish h!gh priests alone, is to 
▼idlate all just rules of interprietation. Who ever thought 
that the term, men^ in scripture, meant the Jewish high 
priests ? Your elposition violates the language of the 
passage. Suppose we should take this libertj with the 
scripture, hnd wherever the word then occurs should add, 
"who are high priests." Take Paul's language to Tim- 
othy for instance. "God is the Savior of all men ;" and 
then Add by way of explanation, "men^ who are high 
'ptUsts ;'' and it would express a sentiment which you 
wbtild be the last to admit. But still we have as much 
lEuthority to mVike this additioti h'er)£, as you have to make 
it til the passage in Hebrews. Besides, if we should 
admit this unauthorized arid arbitrary addition, it would 
introduce absurdity into the passage. "As it is appoint^ 
cfd unto high pridsts once to die, so Christ once died." 
Now the df6ath of Christ was literal ; he diefd a temporal 
death. But did the high priest die literally in your seAde 
of the teit? No— ^you ybubsfelf do nofpretttid this. The 
high priest in ydur ilehse of the text did not die 'at "all. 
The apostle skys, he l^ht^red iiito the holy place' by the 
blood ofofhets. N6w what jiar^llel !s thek^e betli^^cjn the 
high priest ^ho dfd irot die'at*kM,^rid'ChrWt whbdid 
die ? As to your explahatlbft, tattle In their '^hciHfices, It 
is ehtii^ely arbitrary. To die in a kamjlte '^b^dtrfld be'a 
straruM figure indelid. Who fevler thdtffeWt of 'UjMg 
'that a buichhr'itas deU, simply bls6ahde 4)e H^d ^kilT^d 
anatfimal! But this wou'Id be no inbre iiiina'iui^tfl IhAh 
ybiir explaniticWi; Aiid ftrth'er ; if we adhiit <hU sl^lft- 
ed interpretaltton of the t^rih die, the difflciiUy'W^Yd 
hot be surmouhted. This high priest di^d e^ety y^t; 
he died often, as the iipbbtl'e i&xpr^bses it; and dbilM- 
qufently therd cbuld'M lio [ifropriety in sayirtg that it Wis 
appointed to hihi oiicc to itff6; Upon the whole, y^tfr 
7/2 terpre tation destroys the whole force and harmony of 
the passage. It would come ptwxv^^X^ Va\Vv\%v— ^s it is 
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appointed to high priests to offer sacrifices often, sp C/iri^ 
died once J Now whi^t reseinblaace is ther^ between thi; 
high priests offering a sacrifice and Jesus Christ's suffer- 
ing tMppural dea,th ; or between the high priests offering 
sacrifices o/ifett, and Christ's djring once J We cannot 
ascribe a comparison like this to an inspired aposjtle. 

We will now attend to your explanation of the word 
judgment You think jou "have proved beyond contra- 
diction," that the vnor^i^ ju4gtnent, melons in this passage* 
holiness, light, and perfection, or in one word, justifica- 
tion. But to me this is far from being evident For 
the quotation you have made from Exodus fails of its 
object. There is no evidence that the viovA, judgment, 
there mean justification. And if that should be granted, 
that passage has nothing to do in explaining the word 
judgment in Hebrews. The word judgment in the scrip- 
tures is almost invariably used to signify condemnation^ 
trial, or punishment. This is particularly true of the 
New Testament. Now we ought by all fair rules of 
interpretation to explain the word judgment io the pas- 
sage before us, in its general acceptation, especially as 
the passage and subject both require it. Let St. Paul be 
his own expositor, and the subject will be perfectly clear. 
St. Paul uses the word judgment very frequently, but L 
think not to si^nUj justification. There is one passage, 
and one too which you quote as applying to this same 
subject, which we will notice. Paul says, "as by the 
offence of one, jud'^ment came upon all men tocoxidemna- 
tion."» But how would it answer here to say, jMsti^ca.r 
tion came upon all men to condemnation I if we sho.uld 
substitute the word justijication for judgment in the 
New Testament, it would make singular sense of nearly 
all the passages where the term occurs. St. Peter for 
instance, speaks of those who are ^'reserved to the day of 
judgment to be punished." Bqt how would it answer 

♦ Rom. V. 13. 
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to read it, reserved to the daj of justification to be pun- 
iskedf Everj person who reads the New Testament 
with any degree of attention, must be sensible that the 
word judgment almost invariably signifies condemnation 
or trial. But the coarse you pursue in relation to the 
signification of terms, is very singular. In the last gen- 
eral passage which we quoted, you explained the term 
judge to signify to rule ; but in this, you explain the 
word judgment to signify justification. But if all this 
liberty is allowable, we can make the sacred book mean 
what we please. 

The remarks we have made upon the word judgment, 
will apply to the original word from which judgment is 
rendered. The Greek word xgi6ig^ here rendered judg- 
ment, is defined by Parkhurst to 9i»;n\fj, judgment, justice, 
judgment of condemnation^ condemnation, damnation, the 
ground of condemnation or punishment. Here are sev- 
eral definitions, but there is not one which even approx- 
imates towards the sense of justijication. Kgi6is is ren- 
dered damnation in Matt xxiii. 33* "How can ye escape 
the damnation of helV^ But how would it appear to 
render it, the justijication of hell P This would be calling 
darkness, light, in good earnest. It is also rendered 
damnation in Mark iii. 29. "In danger of eternal dam- 
nation,^^ But surely the bold blasphemer would not fear 
eternal justijication. It is rendered condemnation in 
John V. £4. "Hath everlasting life, and shall not come 
into condemnation.^^ But I hardly think you will main- 
tain that a person can have everlasting life without com- 
ing into justijication. We could multiply remarks of 
this nature, but it appears too much like trifling with the 
subject; and had it not been for the forced construction 
you have given of the word judgment, we should not have 
troubled the- reader with these remarks. Kgi6is or 
xgc(Se(as is the term rendered judgment in all those pas- 
sages which speak of the day of judgment, where you 
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ybiirseif will acknowledge that a paDishmeDt is threat- 
ened. After the foregoing remark, what must we think 
of your assertion, that you have proved beyond contra- 
diction that the word judgment means ^ustijication ? I 
think it must be obvious to every reader that the word 
judgment in Hebrews ix. 27, signifies a state qf trial at 
whiph some will be condemned. The passage now in 
question clearly teaches a future judgment. It plainly 
d^Lclares that it is after death. This interpretation, as 
we have seen, is the most obvious, and is supported both 
by the text and context, while your exposition has the 
support of neither. 

The words of our Savior in Matt xi. 23, 24, plainly 
teach the dqctripe for which we are pleading. '*And 
thou, Capernaum, which art exalted unto heaven, shalt 
be brought down to hell ; for if the mighty works which 
have been done in thee, had been done in Sodom, it 
would have remained until this day. But I say unto 
youy it shall be more tolerable for the land of Sodom in 
the day of judgment, than for thee." — This passage 
clearly teaches us that Sodom and Capernaum are to be 
arraigned at a particular, period called tlu, day of jxidg- 
meiit Our Savior speaks of this judgment as a future 
event. He speaks of it as future in relation to Sodom 
as well as Capernaiim. By Sodom our Savior must 
mean that ancient, corrupt city which was destroyed by 
fire from heaven ; for her overthrow is mentioned in the 
passage. Now as the Sodomites were all destroyed so 
as to leave no descendants, it is manifest, that Jesus 
must have alluded to those very persons who perished 
with the city. And as Sodom was destroyed long before 
our Saviors day, and her judgment was then future, it 
is clear that it must be in a future state. And as Ca- 
pernaum is to be judged at the same day of judgment, 
her judgment must be in a future state also. And as it 

is to be 'more tol»aUe for one than the otibj^r at t^is day 

IS » 
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of judgment, one at least must be subjected to a state of 
chastisement. 

In the preceding verse, the Redeemer says, '-Woe 
unto thee, Chorazin! woe unto thee, Bethsaida! for if 
the mighty works which were done in you, had been done 
in Tyre and Sidon, they would have repented long ago 
in sackcloth and ashes. But I say unto you, it shall be 
more tolerable for Tyre and Sidon, at the day of judg- 
ment, than for you." The remarks made upon the case 
of Sodom and Capernaum will apply here. The inhabi- 
tants of Tyre and Sidon, alluded to in this passage, 
were those who were impenitent long ago. But our 
Savior speaks of their judgment in the future tense. 
The judgment of Chorazin and Bethsaida is represented 
as no more future than that of Tyre and Sidon. Thus 
does the divine Teacher plainly assert that Sodom, 
Tyre, and Sidon, Capernaum, Chorazin, and Bethsaida 
shall all be arraigned at a day of judgment; and this 
judgment was future in his day, though this was hun- 
dreds of years after some of them had departed this life. 
Hence this judgment must be in a future life. 

But here I anticipate your objection. You maintain 
that this judgment was threatened upon the land or city, 
and not upon the inhabitants.* This interpretation you 
attempt to support by the language of the passage, '<It 
shall be more tolerable for the land of Sodom than for 
thee." Upon this objection we will offer the following 
i-emarks. In the 0Sd verse, where Chorazin and Beth- 
saida are compared with Tyre and Sidon, the word land 
does not occur. And in the parallel passages, Mark vi. 
11, and Luke x. 14, the word land is omitted. Now if 
the whole exposition of the passage depends upon the 
word, land, then Mark and Luke omitted an important 
part of Christ's declaration. Nay, they omitted that 
part on which aUme, the only consistent interpretation 

^Reply to Damon, U. Magazine, Vol. II. 
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rests. But it must be obvious that Matthew meant no 
more bj *^the land of Sodom/' than the other evangelists 
did by '•Sodom." 

That person must be very ignorant of language, who 
does not know that the word land, is very frequently 
used to mean the people who dwell in the land. This 
is a metonymy, iik^t is, a figure of speech, where the thing 
containing is put for the things contained. And it is 
truly astonishing that a gentleman of your talents should 
rest an argument upon such a slender foundation. The 
practice you adopt upon other subjects plainly shows 
that you regard the interpretation of this passage as 
weak. You constantly quote passages like these — 
Christ came to save the worlds he is the Savior of the 
worlds God so loved the world, &c. But what should 
you think of a person who attempted to avoid the just 
inference from these passages, by saying that the word 
world does not mean men, but simply the material sys- 
tem? Again, "Look unto me, and be ye saved, all the 
ends of the earth?^ This passage you quote in favor of 
the ultimate happiness of all men. But if you believe 
that the term land, or earth, does not mean the people, 
but simply the ground or soil, you are surely guilty of 
pervMing the divine record. You cannot be insensible 
that the term land, is frequently used to signify the 
people who dwell in the land. God by the prophet says 
to Israel, "All nations shall call you blessed ; for ye 
shall be a delightsome land.^^* Here the word land is 
explained to mean the people. Can you seriously be- 
lieve that when Christ compared the city of Caperna- 
um, with that of Sodom, that he used the term city to 
signify not the people, but the land on which the city 
was built ? The same evangelist tells us that on a certain 
occasion, '<The whole dty came out to meet Jesus ; and 
when they saw him, they besought that he would depart 

• MaL ill. 12. 
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out of their coasts.'** Now according to your interpre- 
tation, we must suppose that the land, that is, the literal 
earth or soil.^ went out to meet the Lord, and that they, 
that is, the earth, desired that he would depart out of 
their coasts ! But we should suppose that a person who 
should contend for such an interpretation, was desirous 
of turning the Bible into ridicule. Besides, in the im- 
mediate connexion of the passage which he compares So- 
dom and Capernaum, the evangelist has explained the 
term city to signify the people. Matthew introduces the 
comparison between those ancient cities which were de- 
stroyed for their wickedness, and those cities which 
abused the preaching of the gospel, by saying,t ^'Thea 
began he to upbraid the cities wherein most of his 
mighty works were done, because they repented not." 
Because who repented not ? Say, Sir, was it the imhab' 
itants? or the Hteral land? You must see that the 
evangelist was speaking of the people, and not of the 
literal land or soil. By the land of Sodom, therefore, 
the people of Sodom were intended. Moreover, what 
propriety would there be in comparing the inhabitants 
of one place, with the literal land or soil of another ? It 
would be a gross absurdity, which we cannot ascribe to 
our divine Master. But after all, if the literal land is 
meant by Sodom^ you are hereby called upon to show 
that the land of Capernaum suffered a more complete 
4^8truetion than the land of Sodom, which was destroyed 
by fire from heaven, continued burning for a long period, 
and has been desolate ever since.:|: 

Another method which has been adopted to evade the 
force of this passage, is to interpret the future tense to 
convey the past idea. On this system of interpretation 

• Matt. viii. 34, t Chap. xi. fO. 

t See Chrifltia^ Repository, Vol. HI. p. 82, and Vol. IV. 'p. 
137, where good justice is done to this suhject, by Mr. Lovelandi 
to whom 1 am indebted for some of the .aix>ve hints. 
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the phrase, sfiall be, is made to signify, hath been.* But 
those who contend for this interpretation are not able to 
produce a single instance in which the sacred writers 
have ever used the future tense to express an event 
which had already been accomplished. Now is it allow- 
able to construe scripture in such a manner, especially 
when we are not able to produce a single example from 
the sacred record ? If thisf right is assumed, instead of 
interpreting^ we actually contradict the (scriptures; it is 
trampling the sacred volume under our feet. In this 
manner every future event in divine revelation can be 
done away. We may therefore shut our Bibles ; for on 
this principle of interpretation there is nothing contain- 
ed therein which reaches forward to our time ! 

But we are told that Jesus spoke of Sodom's destruc- 
tion in this passage as a past event. — But what of that P 
Does it follow that her judgment is past, because her 
overthrow has been accomplished ? We might as well 
pretend that a criminal has had his trial, because he has 
been taken by the officer. Because Sodom's overthrow 
is understood to be past, agreeable to the declaration of 
Christ, are we to conclude that another event, her 
judgment, must be past also, in direct opposition to the 
same divine Teacher? Because we believe Christ's 
declaration in one verse, must we, to be consistent, con- 
tradict a declaration of his, equally express, in the next! . 
This is what these gentlemen require of us. But who- 
ever will look at the language of the passage, will see 
that the judgment of Capernaum is represented to be 
future, no more than that of Sodom. They are both 
united together, and the same expression is applied to 
them both. The phrase, shall be, is applied to them 
taken together, and of course must have the same signi- 

* See Philadelphia U. Magazine, edited by Rev. A. Kneeland. 
Also Balfour^s Reply to Sabtne, pp. 63—66. For the character 
of Mr. Balfour^s wons, see P. S. to this Letter. 
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fication relative to both. To contend, as the advocates 
for this objection in reality do, that the self same phrase, 
occurring but once, has two distinct and diametricallj 
opposite significations at the same time, is violating 
every principle of interpretation, and destroying the 
meaning of all language. 

The phrase, shall 6e, has but one signification, and it 
must be either in the past, present, or future tense. N4>w 
if the event was past, when our Savior uttered the words 
of the passage, then Capernaum, Chorazin, and Beth- 
saida were judged and condemned in the days of Sodom. 
The crime of which Capenaum and the other cities were 
guilty, was this ; — they abused the miracles and preach- 
ing of Christ. Now if their judgment was past, when 
Jesus addressed them in the language of this passage, 
then, they were judged and condemned for a crime long 
before it was committed, and before those who committed 
it were born ! Thus does the exposition I am opposing, 
involve its advocates in the grossest absurdity. But let 
us see if. we can make the passage consistent by under- 
standing it in the present tense. If the judgment was 
present, when the passage was spoken, then the judg- 
ment of Sodom was in our Savior's day, though this was 
hunderds of years after her destruction, and consequently 
must be in a future state. And as it regards Capernaum, 
she was judged, and cast down to hell, and exalted up to 
heaven, at the same moment of time ! But if the judgment 
of Sodom and Capernaum was future when the passage 
was spoken, as it must be to avoid the absurdities we 
have mentioned, then it is evident that their judgment 
must be in a future state of being. Thus it will be seen, 
that the interpretation we have given is consistent, and 
has the support of the language of the passage, and can- 
not be overthrown without expressly contradicting thei 
words of our Savior, and involving the absurdity, that 
Capernaum, &c. were judged and condemned for acrime 
loDg before it was committed. 
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ft ^eetns obvious from the nature of the case, that 
Sodom y^as bot equitably punished bj her temporal 
destruction. We have seen in a former Letter, that her 
d^^rticttion bj fire could not be apportioned to the de- 
serts of every individual. All were involved in one 
^omiiholi ruin ; the innocetit suffered destruction as 
tnuch as the guilty. Now as God has declared that he 
will reward every man according to his deeds, and as 
this Equitable retHbutlon could not, from the very nature 
dt the case, takb place with the Sodomites at the de^ 
struction of th^ir city, it follows thdt Sodom's tern- 
pbrdl destruction and her judgment are two distinct 
and separate events, and that her judgment must be in 
a future state. And as Capernaum and Sodom are to be 
judged at the same day of judgmer.t, it follows that her 
judgment must be in a future state also. 

The view 1 have taken of the punishment of Sodom is 
cToiifirmed by £he prophet Ezekiel.* He teaches us that 
the restoration of the Sodotnites was future in his day, 
and ki ikct, that Sodom should not be returned to divine 
f8LV0r>untfl all the Jews are brought in. You quote the 
I6t^ of Ezekielt to pfove the salvation of Samaria and 
Sodom. In this manlier you concede to the truth of my 
statement For if the pr<iiphet "Was Speaking of their 
ftalvlition in the passage you have quoted, then their sal- 
vation is future. Ezekid tells us, that the salvation 6f 
SddoYn atid of Israel will be siniuUtinffOUs, Now ^s 
Is'ratel is not yet restored, it is mahifest that Sodom is 
itilVih'h^r captivity, and will rietnain in this state of 
duflciless, ti!lt Isi'ael shall find favor with God. Tlius 
d^6e^ the pMphet tonfifto the interpretation We haVe 
giveti to the'#«rds of MC^Ut* Lord. J^sus speaks of Sod- 
^tik^ jUdgikitnt ks^fUtt^i aiid the prophet tcflls trs, ih&t 
Seiddlii Wai *not'be illumed to God's ftvtir, until the 
ierdrywre redieomed -froiki Hhctr sufferinlgs. Etoi^ ^\»^\. 

• Chap. xvi. 46^63. t Parables, pp* VIS^^n^^^TV . 
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has been offered upon this subject, I trust it appears 
that Sodom, Capernaum, &c. stand exposed to a future 
judgment. This will appear more clear when we shall 
have attended to the next passage^ which I shall bring 
forward. 

**The Lord knoweth how to deliver the godlj out of 
temptations, and to reserve the unjust unto the day of 
judgment to be punished." 2 Pet ii. 9. This passage, 
like the one before examined, speaks of a/ufure day of 
judgment At this judgment the unjust are to be 
punished ; for thej are reserved to that day for that 
very purpose. But if the wicked are punished to the 
full desert of their crimes, as they pass along, there is 
no such thing as reserving any person to any particular 
period io be punished ; because they are punished at ail 
times— at one period as much as at another. By exam- 
ining this passage in its connexion, we learn that St 
Peter was treating of a future judgment in the context. 
In the 4th verse of this chapter, St. Peter not only 
speaks of a future judgment, but he speaks of it as a 
truth generally admitted. <*For if God spared not the 
angels that sinned, but cast them down to hell, and deli- 
vered them unto chains of darkness to be reserved unto 
the judgment" — It is not material to our present pur- 
pose, to determine whether the angels spoken of in this 
passage, are kings of a higher order than men, or whether 
they are human beings. It is sufficient tb say they 
were beings who sinned, and did not receive their full 
recompense in the act of .sinning, but were reserved to 
the day of judgment to receive the full reward of their 
iniquity. But with what propriety could the apostle use 
such language, if men were equitably punished in the 
very act of transgression ? Besides, the apostle intro- 
duces this as an admitted principle. ''For if God spared 
not the angels that ginned," &c. As much as though he 
Add said, since it is admitted tliat these sinner* icrer» not 
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punished in tiie act of trtmsgressiont but are reserved to 
the day of judgment to be punished. The apostle here 
»peak8of a future judgment as a truth of notoriety. Mr. 
Balfour^ when remarking upon this very passage^ shows 
that the heathen generally^ and those also to whom the 
episHe was addressed, were believers in a future retri- 
bution.* St Peter knew that he was addressing those 
who believed in a future judgment* and if this doctrine 
had been erroneous, he would, he must, as an honest 
man« and especially as an inspired apo0tle» have correct- 
ed their mistake. He surely would have informed them, 
that their ideas on this subject were false. But instead 
of even intimating that this opinion was unfounded* he 
uses his endeavors to confirm them in their opinion. 
He adopts their language, and admits .the principle in 
relation to the angels that sinned. But this is not all, 
he not only admits the principle true rdiative to the 
angels, but he makes it a general principle, and applies 
it to <*all those that after should live ungodly." 

St. Jude speaks in almost the same language. His 
words are— -"And the angels which kept not their first 
estate, but left their own habitation, he hath reserved in 
everlasting chains under darkness unto the judgment of 
the grent day." Verse 6. Now it matters not what 
beings are intended here by the term angels, neither is 
it of any consequence ^o our argument, whether the 
apostles quoted this from some apocryphal book, or not. 
They use the language, and make the sentiment their 
own. 'The passage therefore, speaks the real sentiments 
of the apostles. St Paul, on a certain occasion, quotes 
the heatiien poets ; but as he quotes them with approba- 
tion, you yourself contend that it is as full to the pur- 
pose for which it is brought, as though the apostle had 
used bii own language.! Ndw both Peter and Jude 

• Inquiry, pp. 73—88. 

t Aotixvii. fS, 29. ftft.A IU(^y to M^ntV ^. ^\. 
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were addressing those who believed in a future judg- 
ment and punishment ; and they adopted the language of 
those to whom thej wrote, with a perfect knowledge 
that their readers would understand this language as 
teaching a retribution beyond death. This clearly 
shows that the apostles meant to give currency to that 
opinion. On any other supposition, their fidelity and 
faithfulness cannot be defended. But perhaps it may be 
siud, that the apostles spoke in accommodation to the 
feelings and prejudices of the people. To this we re- 
ply; — ^f the apostles considered the doctrine of a 
future judgment and punishment an error/they not only 
accommodated themselves to the prejudices of their 
readers* but took the most effectual method to confirm 
them in their prejudices. The apostles availed them- 
selves of the sentiments and language of those to whom 
they wrote, and never gave any intimation that they 
themselves used this language, to convey any meaning 
. different from that, which their readers had attached to 
such language. This was literally telling them that 
their language and opinions were both correct The 
apostles then, it would seem, must have been pitiably 
weak, or basely dishonest, to have written as they did, 
on supposition that they believed a future judgment to 
. be a falsehood. But whoever will look, for one moment, 
at the conduct of the apostle Peter, will be convinced 
that he was not disposed to sacrifice truth to save the 
feelings of the people. This apostle, after the resurrec- 
tion of bis Master, was ready at all times to vindicate the 
truth, though at the peril of his life. On the day of 
Pentecost, he openly accused the Jews of the murder of 
his Master, and severely reproached them for their un- 
belief and hardness of heart.* We cannot believe that 
St. Peter, who was so willing to reproach the Jews by 
vindicating the truth, would all at once become so afraid 

♦ AcU n. 5a^^, 
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of offending the people, as to volunteer his service in 
approving of their sentiments which he believed to be 
false. 

Do you think. Sir, that conduct, such as this objection 
ascribes to the apostles, is commendable ? Would jou, 
when addressing those whom you knew to be believers 
in a future judgment and punishment, make use of such 
language, as the apostles have done, and like them leave 
it without comment, to have its own influence upon the 
people? I saj jou would not. Whoever will read 
your writing with a view to this subject, will find that 
you have cautiously avoided such language. In this 
manner you tacitly confess that this language naturally 
teaches a future judgment and punishment. Now if St 
Peter and St Jude were as faithful to their trust, as you 
are to yours, they surely would have avoided such lan- 
guage, if they had been with you in opinion. We have 
already seen that those to whom the apostle addressed 
himself were believers in a future retribution. Now it 
appears obvious that St. Peter ifieant to countenance this 
opinion ; or in other words, he told them that he agreed 
with them in sentiment This is plainly taught in the in- 
troduction of the epistle, which begins with these words 
— *^Simon Peter, a servant and an apostle of Jesus 
Christ, to them that have obtained like precious faith 
with U8, through the righteousness of God and our Savior 
Jesus Christ"* Thus we see that, instead of Peter's 
mentioning a sentiment of theirs, only on the principle 
of accommodation, without designing to give it his au- 
thority ; he mentions it as his own, as an opinion held in 
common by them both. For he tells us that there was 
no difference of opinion between them, having both o(- 
tained the like precious faith. 

Now let us look at the language of Peter taken in 
its proper connexion. Verse 4, **For if God spared not 

• 2 Peter i. 1. 



fQ^ LETTER V. 

the angels that stniied, bat cast them down to helli and 
delivered them into chains of darknesSi to be res^^rved 
unto judgment." This passage will justify the follow- 
ing remarks. 1. The apostle speaks of a future judg- 
ment as a truth generally admitted. SL He tells us that 
these sinners were cast down to heU. The word Tapra- 
gos, here rendered hell, was used by all cotemporary wri-^ 
ters to signify a state of misery in another worUU 
Hence it is altogether likely that Peter used the word 
hell in that sense, d. It appears that these angels were 
not sufficiently punished in the act of transgression, for 
they are reserved to the judgment to be punished* A. It 
is also evident that what is here said relative to these 
angels, (or messengers, as some have rendered it) is true 
of all other sinpers^ for the apostle applies this principle 
to mankind at large. Verse 9, "The Lord knoweth how 
to deliver the godly out of temptations, and to reserve 
the unjust unto the day of judgment to be punished.^^ 
Thus by examining this passage in its connexion, we see 
that St Peter was of the opinion that men were not 
punished to the full amount of their crimes, as they pas- 
sed alongi but that the ungodly were exposed to a fu- 
ture judgment and punishment. 

But we are told that this judgment must be of a t^n^ 
pforal nature, because Peter mentions Noah and Lot as^ 
specimens of those who were delivered out of tempta- 
tions. They were delivered from the corrupt multitude 
by whom they were tempted. And so on the other hand, 
the old world and 8odom are mentioned as specimens of 
those who were reserved to be punished, and their pun- 
ishment was only teroporah* 

We readily admit that the old world and Sodom^ 
together with Noah and Lot, are mentioned as examples. 
But this is in our favor, as it shows that the jutilgment is 
general* We have already seen that our Savior spoke 

* BalfourU Reply to Sabine, ^p, i8, 69. 
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of the judgment of Tjre, Sidon, and Sodom» as well as 
that of Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum, and repre- 
sented this judgment as future with regard to them all* 
We have also seen that Rzekiel represents the recove- 
ry of Sodom as an event jet to come. It has also been 
shown that her temporal destruction could not have been 
an equitable retribution upon every individual; and 
that if they went immediately to happiness at death» 
they were saved by their own dissolution, without either 
faith or repentance or the mediation of Christ As it 
regards the old world, it is manifest that they were not 
punished according to their deeds by their temporal des- 
truction, for at that time the greatest sinner received no 
more punishment than the least. Besides, St. Peter, on 
whose language we are now remarking, informs us else- 
where, that those who were disobedient in the days of 
Noah, were in prison in the days of our Savior. But 
this passage will be attended to in the sequel. But let 
us inquire what is meant by delivering the godly out of 
temptations. We will, if you please, take the examples 
of which Mr. B. speaks — ^Noah and Lot. Was Noah 
delivered from temptations so long as he remained in 
this world ? By no means. For after the flood he was 
tempted, and fell a prey to the wine he had made. '*He 
drank of the wine, and was drunken ; and was uncover- 
ed in his tent."* Thus we see that delivering Noah 
from the old world, was not delivering him from temp- 
tation. The same may be said of Lot. After he left 
Sodom, he was tempted, and yielded to the temptation. 
He was not only guilty of drunkenness, and incest, but 
was guilty of repeating these crimes.t Here we see 
that Noah and Lot were not delivered from temptations 
by being taken, one from the old world, and the other 
from Sodom. St. Peter made the declaration, the Lord 
knoweih how to deliver the godly out of temptation, to 

* Gen. is. 21. t Gen. six. 32— 36« 
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encourage the Tirtiioiift^ and support them under tneir 
trials. Bdt would it yield the saints aiijr support to tell 
them that the Lord would deliver them from one temp-" 
tation, and bring them into another, which would be stf 
great as to overcome them ? It would not Then we 
must suppose that something mor^ was meant by deliv- 
ering Lot and Noah, than taking the former from Sodom, 
and the latter from the old world. Their deliverance 
was not completely effected till they were taken from 
this world. 

What is here said of Noah and Lot, will apply to all 
the righteous. They are )iot completely delivered from 
sinful temptations so long as they inhabit this frail 
tenement. But the Lord knotteth ht}w to deliver 
them ; and he will deliver them out of all their tempta- 
tions ; but the full accomplishmenf^f this is reserved 
for a future state. Now as the righteous are not fully 
delivered in this world^ it follows that the wicked are 
not fully punished in this world. Since the former part 
of the verse does not hive its fulfilment here in time, it 
is manifest that the latter f»art does not% Furthier^ this 
unjust are reserved^ tliat is, retidneA or ktpt^ to the day 
of judgment to be punished. Thus it appears that they 
were not punished immediately,but were kept to a certain 
distant period. This could toot be said toJT thfe tfemforal 
destruction of Sodom ; for it is l^aid of h6r that she was 
overthrown in a memelilt/ Mr. Balfour Says^ ^'Tlie 
general meaning of ttit^ word, rendered re^rte, io» •to 
keep or reserve fotsething till afterwards.' If it be 
asked, reserve or jkeep the unjust, till after wfca* ? The 
answer is, until after the Lord hath delivered the godly 
out of their temptatiotis.^ Here it is acknowledged 
by one of your owa writers that the wicked are not 
jpunished, until aftet* the righteous are delivered from 
their temptations. Mow as the righteous are Hot deliv- 

• Lam. iv. 6. t Replj to Sabitie, p. 74. 
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ered from their temptations, until they leave this world» 
and the wicked are not to be punished, till after the 
righteous are delivered, it follows that their punishment 
will be after death. Or to applj it to the old world and 
Sodom ; as Noah and Lot were not delivered from their 
temptations, till long after the old world and Sodom 
experienced their temporal destruction, so this temporal 
destruction could not be their punishment. No ; for 
after this, they were reserved or kept to a future period, 
to t^e day of judgment to be punished. Thus it appears 
from the passage in Peter, that there will be a judgment 
in future life. Both Christ and his apostles teach the 
same doctrine. Thej both speak of the judgment as a 
future event, and both mention Sodom as an example. 
This not only shows that the judgment is in a future 
life, but also that it is general, including all the nations 
of the earth. 

Another scripture to the same purpose is 2 Cor. v. 8, 
9, 10. <<We are confident I saj, and willing rather to be 
absent from the body, and to be present with the Lord. 
Wherefore we labor that, whether present or absent, we 
may be accepted of him. For we must all appear 
before the judgment-seat of Christ ; that every one 
tftay receive the things done in his body, according to 
tiiat he hath done, whether it be geod t>r bad.*''— 
Upon this passage we remark ; — The apostle speaks 
of being present with the body, and ahsent from ike 
body. The one is explained in the context to mean to 
be 4n this life, the odier in the future* Ami h£ aays, 
^'we labor^ that, whether present or absent, we may be 
accepted itf bim.'^ Here it will be seen that the apos^ 
labored that be might be accepted, when absent from the 
bodff, that is, in a future state. TMs implies that there rs 
dangcir of being rejected after death, it would be use- 
leas and absurd to labor ibr future acceptance, if there 
wasiM posaibility of any one^s being rejected. Tbe con*- 
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Btderation of bis laboring that he might be accepted, when 
absent from the body, supposes that there was danger of 
not being accepted, and that those who did not labor 
thus, would experience this rejection. The probability 
of being rejected in a future state, the apostle enforces by 
this consideration ; — ''For we must all appear before the 
judgment-seat of Christ ; that every one may receive 
the things done in his body." This clearly shows that 
the judgment will be after death, when men are absent 
from the body. The apostle says, verse 6th, "While 
we are at home in the body, we are absent from the 
Lord." Since at the judgment we are to stand before 
Christ, and while we are in the body, we are absent 
from the Lord, it is manifest that the judgment must be 
after death, when we are '^absent from the body, and 
present with the Lord." 

The apostle's argument is clear and forcible. In 
the first place, he informs us that there is danger of being 
rejected when absent from the body. He then states 
the grounds of this danger, viz. that there will be a fu- 
ture general judgment, at which son^e will be rejected. 
His argument, in a logical form, is briefly this ;— There 
will be a future, general judgment, at which some will 
be rejected, therefore we labor that we may not be of 
that number. The interpretation we have given, makes 
the apostle's reasoning clear and cogent ; but on your 
interpretation, his reasoning is entirely destroyed. You 
understand the "appearing before the judgment-seat of 
Christ," to take place in this world, to which all pun- 
ishment is confined. Now let us look at the consistency 
of the apostle's reasoning, on your exposition of the 
<'judgment-seat." His argument would stand thus ; — 
We labor that we may not be punished after death, 
because all punishment js confined to this world ! This 
actually appears like a burlesque upon the apostle's 
reasoning, and if it was given by an unbeliever in reve- 
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]atioD» I should think that your exposition was designed 
to bring contempt upon the scriptures. Besides, Paul 
represents this judgment a» future. We have already 
seen that he tells us in another passage that the judg- 
ment is after death. So in the passage before us, he 
tells us that the judgment is a future event. '*We must 
stand before the judgment-seat of Christ" But on jour 
interpretation, the judgment is past or present, as much 
as future. Further ; on jour interpretation, none can 
be judged but those who live under the light of the gos- 
peh But the apostle includes all mankind in this judg- 
ment. He sajs, '^we must all appear before the judg- 
ment-seat of Christ." That all men are the subjects of 
this judgment, appears not onlj from the passage before 
us, but in a parallel passage he places this point beyond 
dispute. His words are*-**But whj dost thou judge thy 
brother? or why dost thou set at nought thy brother? 
For we Khali all stand before the judgment-seat of 
Christ For it is written. As I live, saith the Lord, 
every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall con- 
fess to God. So then every one of us shall give account 
of himself to God."* Here the apostle speaks of the 
stLttktju^ment'jieat as in the other passage, and he says 
we must all^nd before it Paul, in this passage, uses 
the term, all, which includes every one spoken of. And 
it cannot be pretended here, that the apostle, by the 
term, we, meant the apostles or believers only, for he 
includes those who judge and set at naught their bre- 
thren. Since he included both saints and sinners, it is 
manifest that the judgment Is universal. And to con^ 
firm this still further, and to place the universality be- 
yond a doubt, he cites a passage from the prophet,t 
which you yourself contend applies to the whole human 
family^. Having done this, he concludes by saying, <'So 
then every one of us shall give account of himself to God." 

* Rom. xiv. 10, 11, IS, t Ua. x.W, ^% 
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The passage before us teaches a future general judg- 
ment If the judgment be general, it cannot apply to 
the destruction of Jerusalem, nor signify the gospel dis- 
pensation. For a very small part of mankind were up- 
<^n the earth at the destruction of Jerusalem, or even 
exist under the gospel dispensation. And if the judg- 
ment be future, it must be in a future life. For the whole 
human family cannot be judged at any one time in this 
state of being. Again; the apostle speaks of not being 
accepted, when absent from the body, or in other words 
in a future state ; and this he infers from the fact that 
there will be a future, general judgment, at which all 
will stand before Christ. And as this judgment is fu- 
ture, and men cannot be present with the Lord, until 
they are absent from the body, it follows of course that 
this judgment must be in a future life. 

We have now attended to several passages which 
speak of the day of judgment. Instead of its being past 
or present, the sacred writers uniformly represent it as 
future. They speak of it as an event yet to be accom- 
plished* They call it a judgment to come, and say it 
shall be after death. Instead of its being an event 
which is taking place from day to day, they unite in 
declaring it is to take place at a particular, specified pe- 
riod. They say , God hath appointed, or set apart a day 
or period for that purpose. And instead of its being 
confined to the Jewish nation, or to those who are upon 
the earth at any particular time, they inform us that the 
judgment is general — that Sodom, Tyre, and Sidon, 
Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum, shall be judged. 
Nay, that the whole world shall be arraigned, and all 
shall stand before the judgment-seat of Christ We 
have further seen that the very idea of judgment includes 
that of punishment to a part at least Nay, several of 
the passages we have noticed, expressly state that the 
wicked are reserved to this day of judgment to be pun- 
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ished. And ail these passages were addressed to a 
people who were believers in a future retribution* The 
inspired penmen speak of a future judgment as a truth 
which no one who believed in a future existence, pre- 
tended to deny. This shows most clearly that the sprip- 
tnre writers meant to teach a future punishment We 
cannot defend their faithfulness and integrity on any 
other supposition. 

Several other passages might be quoted in proof of the 
judgment, but we want them not. Besides, it would 
swell this work beyond its contemplated size, to notice 
every scripture which relates to this subject. I will 
here remark, as I did at the introduction of this Letter, 
that every- text which speaks of a judgment which is to 
take place at any specified time, though it may be in this 
world, is an aipiment in favor of a future retribution, as 
it shows that men are not fully recompensed in the act 
of transgression. To conclude my remarks upon this 
subject, I will observe that if the arguments here made 
use of to prove a future judgment be valid, a future ret- 
ribution is clearly established. Though a future state of 
punishment does not necessarily involve a future, gene- 
ral judgment, yet a general judgment involves a future 
punishment as a necessary consequence. 

Before closing this Letter, it may perhaps be profita- 
ble to offer something upon the design or utility of a fu- 
ture, general judgment. This is the more necessary, 
as the advocates for your views generally give an incor- 
rect representation of this subject They frequently 
represent the abettors of a future punishment as believ- 
ing that the judgment will proceed on the principle of a 
common trial in a court of justice, where witnesses will 
be called, for the purpose of giving the divine Being cor- 
rect information relative to the characters of men. And 
I am sorry to say that you have sometimes offered that 
which seems to countenance that refr«%^tLt^^^xv« \\w 
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your Sermon on 2 Thess. i. 7, 8» 9 ; after stating that it 
is generally believed that the righteous go to enjoyment, 
and the wicked to misery at death, you say, page 6th| 
'<Now if this tradition be correct, what need is there of 
a future judgment? Will it be necessary in order to 
ascertain whether the former sentences were according 
to justice ? Will those who hare been in heaven thou- 
sands of years, be now called to judgment? Must all 
their crimes which have been forgiven, now be re-exam- 
ined, and their souls be put in jeopardy ? Look on the 
other hand ; here are millions of wretched immortals* 
who have groaned away many ages in the torments of 
hell, now permitted to have their trial ! But stop — the 
absurdity of this tradition is too palpable to require fur- 
ther examination." 

The first remark I shall offer upon this quotation is, 
that it is an entire misrepresentation of the subject. I 
do not mean to insinuate that you intentionally misre- 
presented this sentiment, but I do insist that it is very far 
from being the common opinion entertained by the 
<*learned doctors of the Christian church," as you de- 
nominate them. You ask, <<Will a future judgment be 
necessary in order to ascertain whether their former 
sentences were according to justice ?" Now this .pas- 
sage implies, that God institutes the judgment in order 
to ascertain what the real characters of men are. Again 
you ask, *<Must all their crimes which have been forgiv- 
en, be re-^examined, and their souls be put in jeopardy P^ 
This implies that the judgment is designed to give the 
Almighty some new information, relative to the charac- 
ters of his creatures ; and that possibly God will find on 
strict examination that he has misjudged some of man- 
kind, and so will of course, reverse his sentence, and 
send some to misery, who have long been in heaven \ 
And this you wish to palm upon the world, as the com- 
moD opinion relative to a tutut^ ^ud^ment ! Your re- 
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presentation above is so far from being the common 
opinion of the ^'learned doctors," that I very much doubt 
whether you can produce a single writer of any repute, 
who has advanced any thing like the representation you 
have given* 

But it is nothing to me what others believe on this 
subject I write as a single individual, and am not 
bound to defend any opinion but my own. You say, if 
some men go immediately to happiness at death, and 
others go to misery, what need is there of a future 
judgment P In answer to this, let it be observed, that it 
is very difficult in many cases, for finite beings to deter- 
mine the utility of every measure the Deity may be 
pleased to adopt. It is difficult to determine, why the 
Lord has permitted evil to enter the world, and yet facts 
compel us to acknowledge that evils do exist But be- 
lieving God to be a benevolent being, we are led to con- 
clude that it will answer some valuable purpose. And 
so in relation to a future judgment It may be difficult 
to ascertain every motive which led the divine Being to 
institute such a process ; but still as God does nothing in 
vain, we must conclude that some valuable purpose will 
be answered by such an event But you think there is 
an inconsistency in supposing that men will be brought 
to judgment after they have received a part of their pun- 
ishment But the same difficulty exists on your system, 
and yott are as much bound to solve this difficulty, if il 
be one, as I am. You contend that civil governments, 
are instituted by God. Your words are these — "In rela- 
tion to the crimes of individuals^ we well know that God 
has instituted penalties, according to the nature of of- 
fences, and has given special directions concerning thetr 
being duly inflicted. This is not only true in respect to 
Israel, but it is likewise true in respect to all nations."* 

Here you expressly state that civil government ia 

• Leot p. 9. 
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established bjGrod; that he makes the laws, and gives 
directions concerning their being executed. Now jou 
maintain that all punishment is confined to this world. 
But I would ask, is all this punishment inflicted by a 
civil tribunal P This jou will not pretend. Every per- 
son who commits sin, experiences some punishment, 
before he is taken into custody by a civil officer, and 
perhaps he may remain for months in prison before he 
receives his trial and sentence. In this case the man 
enters into misery, before he is brought to the bar of 
justice* And I- might ask here, as you have done in the 
other case, if the offender is unhappy as soon as he com- 
mits the crime, what need is there of a future trial ? It 
is strange that you should object to a future judgment, 
because it involves a principle which is equally attend- 
ant upon your own view»s. 

But this objection rests entirely upon the principle 
that the only object of judgment is to inflict a punish- 
ment upon the wicked, and bestow a reward upon the 
righteous. Now when we shall have attended to the 
design or utility of the judgment, we. iball see that 
this objection bas' no* force. What then is the design of 
this judgment day P It is not the sole .ofaject'of this 
judgment, to dispense rewards and punishmentB* The^ 
grand object the Deity has in view in- all his^judpnents 
is to reform the transgressor, and qualify htm for enjoys 
ment. Thus far there is ne dispute bd;ween as. Bat 
punishment, self considered, m\{ never lead men toT6* 
pentance. It i« the influence of the divine spirit er a 
display of the divine oharaeteiv whioh punisliBieilt aets 
home to the mind, that leads the sinner to repentlmce. 
Inflict a punishment upon any beings without giving him 
auy knowledge of the being against whom he'ha8-8iDAed« 
6t of the design of those laws hehaa violated^ and it eonld 
be regarded in no other light than that of eruelty . Now 
one great object of a future gjeneral judgmei^t undovbt- 
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edly is, to make a display of the characters of men, and 
the moral principles of the divine government. Men are 
not called to judgment for the purpose of giving the 
judge any new information relative to their characters ; 
but to make the characters of men known to themselves, 
and to one another. 

The wise man says, '*6od ^ill bring every work into 
judgment, with every secret things whether it be good, or 
whether it be evil."* The apostle says, «*Judge nothing 
before the time, until the Lord come, who both will 
bring to light the hidden Uiings of darkness, and make 
manifest the counsels of the heart J^ Again, says the same 
apostle, ''Every man's work shall be made manifest, 
for the day shall declare it, because it shall be revealed 
by fire.''$ These texts not only enforce the fact that 
there will be a general jndgment, but they teach us the 
design of this judgment or the effect produced by that 
event They ibform us that the judgment will make 
manifest not only the outward conduct, but the inter- 
nal disposition of every man. All will then see the 
l*ectitade of the divine administration* The saint will 
have a more glorious view of the divine character, and 
the sinner will see the justice of the misery he experien- 
ces* This will have a tendency to lead the sinner 
ultimately to repentance. Many of the dispensations 
of the Almighty look dark and mysterious to us, while 
ip this world ; but then the veil will be taken away, and 
the rectitude of the divine character will be obvious 
t» all men. In this wor]d, we frequently see vice 
triumph over virtue. We have shown in a preceding 
Letter, that in some cases, the wicked prosper and 
rejoice in their iniquity, while the virtuous experience 
great calamities both of body and mind. This furnishes 
the irreligious with one of their strongest objections 
Itgainst divine Providence. But at judgment this diffit 

♦ Sccl. i^if.:M' t \ Cor, iy. $. % \ C^i/vCv* ^^,v 
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cultjr will be solved. It will then appear that the wick- 
ed shall be duly punished, and the virtuous rewarded. 
These and manj other valuable purposes will probably 
be effected by a general judgment. This view of the 
subject entirely obviates your objection, and furnishes us 
with an additional argument in favor of such a judgment. 

As to the mode and manner of this judgm en t, God has 
not seen fit to inform us. I think, however, we may ra- 
tionally conclude that the misery which the sinner will 
be called to experience at that time, will not be inflicted 
by the immediate hand of God, or any other intelligent 
agent appointed by God ; but that the misery will arise 
from the sinner's own feelings. If all his iniquity is 
brought to light, and even the motives of his heart are 
displayed before him, the obstinate sinner must be 
unhappy. There will be no need of any executive 
authority to inflict a punishment upon him ; his guilt 
will be his own tormentor, and a hell will be enkindled 
within him. 

To conclude this Letter, I will observe, that if the 
views here exhibited, are somewhat repulsive to our 
feelings, it is nothing more than may be reasonably ex- 
pected, even admitting the doctrine to be a fact ; when 
Paul reasoned of a judgment to come, the unbelieving 

Felix trembled. 

Yours, &c. 



P. 8. As we have in these Letters referred to the wri- 
tings of Mr. Balfour, and shall have occasion in the si- 
quel to notice them again, it will probably be gratifying 
to the reader, to subjoin a brief account of the nature 
and merits of his works. Mr. B.'s first and principal 
work, is, "An Inquiry into the scriptural import of the 
words, Sheol, Hades, Tartarus, and Gehenna, all trans- 
lated Hell, in our common English Version." Thia 
work evinces a considerable degree of research and pa- 
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tietit inVestigatioD^ and manifests a good temper of mind. 
But it seems to have been written without any definite 
object. He tells us in the verj first sentence of his book, 
that the $imple object in view is, to examine the founda- 
tion on which endless misery is built* He then teiis us 
on the very same page, that his object h, principally » to 
determine whether a future punishment is taught in the 
scriptures. And so he shifts from Ae to the other, as 
best answers his purpose. This ifiiBefinite object intro- 
duces confusion into a considerable part of his book. 
This circumstance leads us to conclude, that when he 
wrote his Inquiry, he had no settled plan in view ; oth- 
erwise we should be under the necessity of making the 
unfavorable remark, that he was artfully laboring to 
undermine what he durst not openly attack. 

Another feature of his book is, that he seems more 
desirous of pulling down, than building up. To gratify 
thi3 propensity, he has, in expounding some passages, 
involved himself in the grossest inconsistency. Some 
of these inconsistencies we may have occasion to notice 
in the course of these Letters* Mr. B.'s Inquiry was 
answered by Mr. Sabine in a "Series of LectureR,*' to 
which Mr. B. replied. We have already said that the 
Inquiry was written with candor. But in his Reply to 
Sabine he seems to have forgotten the spirit manifested 
in the Inquiry. The Reply abounds with severity and 
personal reflections, hardly worthy of the Christian, or 
the gentleman* In his first book Mr. B. maintained a 
becoming degree of humility ; but after his work was 
before the public, and several extravagant encomiums 
were lavished upon it, by Newspaper writers, his vanity 
was excited to that degree, that he came out in a weekly 
paper, and challenged a confutation of his work ! This 
' circumstance is not mentioned to wound Mr. B.'s feel- 
ings, but only to atlKest to him the propriety i^- desist- 
ing from sueh a course. As a writer, Mr. B. is circdi- 

15* 
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tous and prolix. This will appear from the fact, that he 
has written 445 pages octavo, to define four words. In 
point of scholarship, I will remark — though he makes a 
great display of Hebrew and Greek learning, whoever 
will take the trouble to examine his writings, will readi* 
]j see that a great part of his criticisms are quotations 
from other authors. As to his own criticisms, they are 
almost invariably criticisms upon a single term. And 
any novice who knofj^ the Hebrew and Greek alphabets, 
can take Parkhurst's Hebrew and Greek Lexicons, and 
criticise in the same manner. However, we ought in 
justice to say, that his writings show more learning than 
judgment.^ 

Mr. B. in the introduction to his Inquiry, gives us to 
understand that all the principal authors, who have 
written in defence of Universal Salvation, have been 
ignorant of their subject, and have only been beating 
the air; for they proceeded on the ground that there 
was a punishment in a future state, for those who died 
impenitent. He flatters himself that he has discovered 
. a new and more advantageous method of attacking the 
doctrine of endless misery— a method by which its 
foundation maj be swept away in a moment. The plan 
of attack which Mr. B. has introduced is this;— To 
show that the words translated hell in the scriptures, do 
not signify misery in a future state, whether temporary 
or endless. Now if Mr. B. has succeeded in his attempt, 
if he has proved to demonstration that neither Sheol, 
Hades, Tartarus nor Gehenna imply misery in a future 
state, how does' this effect the point at issue ? All that 
he has said about the import of these words, may be 
true, and still future or even eternal misery remains un* 
touched. Endless misery may be taught in other words, 
though Sheol, Hades, &c. may ha^e no such signification. 

* The remainder of this P. S. wni written by the author of 
theve Leltf r9, and published in tbf^ Qhjnstiaa Reposttoiy^ 1834. 
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I will now attempt to show that Mr. B.'s plan of at- 
tack, instead of being superior to the course usually pur- 
suedy does not meet the point in dispute. He maintains, 
and justly, that Sheol and Hades are synonymous, and 
signify the grave, or rather the state of the dead in gene- 
ral He asserts repeatedly, that they do not signify 
misery at all. Now if Sheol and Hades do not signify 
punishment at all, then they hare no bearing in the 
case; for certaitily endless misery nor future misery 
cannot be proved folse, by putting a limited signification 
upon words which do not in any case imply misery. 
The third word on which Mr. B. remarks is Tartarus ; 
which he explains as he has Sheol and Hades, not to 
mean misery. Now in order to ascertain, whether Mr. B. 
has succeeded in confuting future or eternal punishment, 
it is proper to leave all he has said upon Sheol, Hades, 
and Tartarus, out of the question ; for surely if they do 
not mean misery at all, as Mr. B. contends, they can 
have not the least bearing in deciding the question, 
whether misery be endless. Mr. B. has said repeatedly 
that neither Sheol, Hades, nor Tartarus is used to signi- 
fy misery. The only word he allows to signify misery^ 
is Gehenna ; and wherever it occurs in the New Testa- 
ment, it is, he says, applied to the Jews, and expresses 
those judgments, and those only, which fell upon that 
nation at the destruction of Jerusalem. The punishment 
of Gehenna, says our author, was never threatened upon 
the Gentiles. 

So the whole of Mr. B.'s labors comes precisely to 
this ; — If the destruction of Jerusalem does not mean 
endless misery, that doctrine is not taught in the scrip- 
tures ! He has written more than 400 pages to show 
that there can be no punishment in a future state, be- 
cause Jerusalem was captured in this ! — It is not my 
design to misrepresent Mr. B.'s work ; but really I do 
not see why this is not the natural result of his reasn^x* 
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ing. He has undertaken to examine the foundation on 
which future endless misery rests. He confines him- 
self to four words — Sheol, Hades, Tartarus, and Gehen- 
na. Now these four words embrace the whdle founda- 
tion of future eternal misery, or they do not. If they 
do not, then Mr. B. has failed in the very onset. His 
plan, though original, is defective ; and all his argu- 
ments, resting on this base, fail of their object ; for all he 
has written may be true, and still future, or even end- 
less misery may be a verity.— -But if these words do em- 
brace the whole foundation of future eternal misery, then 
future, eternal misery rests entirely upon the term Ge- 
henna ; for certainly it cannot rest upon Sheol, Hades, 
and Tartarus, words which, according to Mr. B. do not 
signify misery at all. Now if eternal misery rests sole- 
ly upon Gehenna, then this term embraces all the pun- 
ishment ever threatened ; then the Gentiles were never 
threatened with any punishment; for Mr. B. says, the 
Gentiles were never threatened with the punishment of 
Gehenna. And as Mr. B. applies this term to the 
destruction of Jerusalem, and contends that it will bear 
no other application, the most that can be made of his 
reasoning is this ; — There can be no punishment after 
death for any individual, because the city of Jerusalem 
was destroyed in this world ! Punishment cannot be 
endless, because that city did not stand an eternal siege ! 
This, I think, is the grand result of his whole Inquiry. 

All that he has done (admitting what he has written 
to be conclusive) is, to show that future eternal misery 
is not taught in the words rendered hell, in our version. 
But this is very far from meeting the point in debate ; 
for all he has written may be true, and still endless 
misery may remain unshaken. Hell is not a term on 
which we rely to support a future retribution. It is not 
a term on which the learned rely for the support of end- 
Jes« miwry. They frequently call endless misery bj 
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the name, heU$ but the j do not rely upon that term, 
when they attempt to prove that doctrine from scripture* 
If they quote texts where this word occurs, still the 
argument is drawn from some circumstance or phrase 
connected with the passage, and not from the word hell. 
I am far from being a believer in endless misery, but 1 
am free to confess that I find nothing in the Inquiry^ 
which convinces me of its falsity. 

But the very definition which Mr. B. has given of 
Sheol and Hades, does not exclude misery. He says 
again and again, that Sheol and Hades signify the state 
of the dead in generaL Now does this definition of 
Sheol and Hades oppose a future, or even endless mise- 
ry ? Not in the least We might as well contend that 
there will be no future happiness, because Sheol and 
Hades do not signify happiness, as to contend that there 
will be no future misery, because these words do not 
signify misery. To maintain that there will be no mis« 
ery beyond the grave, because Sheol and Hades do not 
mean misery, is entirely sophistical. In this manner 
any proposition can be proved. Misery, for instance, 
could be argued out of this world. Thu«— the word 
earth does not signify misery, therefore there is no mis- 
ery in the earth ! What should we think of a person who 
should undertake prove that there was no misery in the 
city of Boston, from the consideration that the word, 
Boston^ did not mean misery ? 

Bnt although Mr. B. has repeatedly said that Sheol 
and Hades did not mean misery, either temporary or 
endless, still he acknowledges that in several instances 
they do mean misery. Where our Savior is said to have 
been compassed about by the sorrows o/ hell, where 
David was delivered from the lowest hell, and where 
Capernaum is threatened with being cast downtohetl,he 
confesses that hell signiGes misery. Now if hell signi- 
fies misery in these passages, as Mr. B. asserts^ hov( cvx 
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he maintain that it never means misery, either temporary 
or endless ? And if it means misery in these passages, 
who knows but that it does in others? It is not my de- 
sign to point out the instances in which hell means mis- 
ery, but only to avail myself of the concessions he has 
made; and these are amply sufficient to weaken his 
reasoning. When treating upon Gehenna, Mr. B. con- 
tends that it would be extremely improper to borrow 
language from a temporal scene to represent an eternal 
one. A great part of his reasoning, when remarking 
upon Gehenna, is founded upon this principle. But 
what is the course he has pursued in relatiop to 8heoI 
and Hades ? He contends that these terms signify the 
place of the dead, that is, they apply to a future world. 
But he makes use of them as figures to express suffering 
in this state. Now if 8heol and Hades, a place or state 
io a future world, can be used figuratively to express 
misery, it is much more natural to suppose that they 
express misery in a state to which they belong, than in 
a state to which they do not belong. But Mr. B. has 
pursued the opposite course, and so has contradicted 
what he has waid elsewhere. It is perfectly proper to 
borrow figure from time, to represent things in eternity. 
For human language was designed to express our ideas 
of things belonging to this world, and unless we are al- 
lowed to speak of events in a future world in language 
which originally applied to this, we cannot speak of 
them at all. But there is not the same necessity of 
borrowing language from a future state, to represent 
things iu this. But as the sacred penmen have done 
this according to Mr. B.'s own confession, it gives us 
good reason to believe that they have done the other also. 
In his 2d chapter Mr. B. tells us on the authority of 
Dr. Campbell and others, that the term Gehenna is deri- 
ved from the Hebrew words, 6lfe and Hinnom, that is, 
Ibe palleif of Hinnom^ near Jerusalem. He appears \^ 
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apeak of Gehenna as a proper name, and because the 
valley of Hinnom does not signifj misery in a future 
state^ he argues that such misery cannot exist But 
does not everjr person know that the proper name of a 
place does not express the state or condition of the in* 
habitants relative to happiness or misery ? The word 
Salem, for instance, signifies peace. But who ever 
thought of inferring from hence, that there were never 
any broils or contentions in the town of Salem P What 
should we think of a person who should assert that 
there never had been, and never would be any misery in 
the State of Vermont^ because Vermont signifies Qreen 
Mountain, and not a place of misery ? Will Mr. B. as- 
sert that the inhabitants ^Jerusalem never experienced 
any of the horrors of war, because the word Jerusalem 
signifies, they shall see peace ^ His reasoning proves this 
as clearly as it proves that there will be no misery after 
death. But the fallacy of this reasoning must be obvi* 
ous to the weakest capacity. — I think Mr. B. cannot 
complain of this as misrepresenting his reasoning, for he 
acknowledges that he has spoken of hell as a place of 
misery, and constantly he speaks of hell or Gehenna as 
the name of that place. And I believe the representa- 
tion \ have given above, is the impression which is given 
to plain unlettered readers, who in many respects are 
the most impartial judges. 

Should any person feel disposed to disprove future 
eternal happiness, he might adopt Mr. B.'s plan with 
advantage. By tracing the word heaven to its -|>rimitive 
rootk be would find that it did not signify future happi- 
ness» or even happiness in any state. He might pursue 
tlie course which Mr^ B. has, witht considerable plausi- 
bility. He might take the firs t of Genesis— *'fai the be- 
ginning Q<od created the heaven and the earth^'^ and show 
tiiat heaven did not signify happiness* but simply thi 
surrounding air, or the firmament H^ mV^l ve^g^^^ftsill 
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as this was the first time the word heaven occurred in 
the Bible, and as it did not mean happiness in this case, 
it ought not to be understood as having that meaning in 
any other passage, unless the writer gave special notice 
that he used the term in a sense different from that in 
Genesis. He could also quote manj texts, where hea* 
ven has the same meaning as in Gen. i. 1. He might 
then turn to the New Testament, where he would find 
the word, heaven, for the first time in Matthew third — 
^<The kingdom of heaven is at hand," in which passage 
heaven doubtlessly signifies the gospel dispensation' 
By examining the New Testament, he would find many 
passages to corroborate this signification. And if he 
found a few passages which did not appear to coincide 
with his views, the same labor which Mr. B. has bestow- 
ed upon the rich man and Lazarus would solve the diffi- 
culty. He might call it parabolic happiness, and not 
literal enjoyment. In this manner he could prove that 
there will be no future happiness, as clearly as Mr. B. 
has proved that there will be no future misery. Who- 
ever will read the Inquiry with attention, will, I think, 
be convinced that the representation of the work given 
above, is substantially correct. 

Mr. B. has also published an Inquiry concerning the 
Devil and Satan, and the duration of the terms. Glim, 
Aion, and Aionios. This work, like the former, exhibits 
a good temper of mind, and no gmall degree of patient 
investigation. It, however, contains nothing peculiarly 
original* except an exposition of the blaspiiemy against 
the Holy Ohost, and a few other passages, which we 
regard as vague and inconsistent. Though this work 
contains much truth, we believe that in many respects, 
he carries his principles too far, and manifesto a disposi- 
tion to pull down rather than to build up. But this ap- 
pears to be policy adopted by all the advocates for bit 
riein. 
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Scripture proof of a Future RdribuHon, 

EBV. AND DEAR BIlOTHERy 

Iq this letter I propose to call your attention to some 
scriptares which, to my understanding, teach the doc- 
trine of a future retribution. I shall, however, confine 
myself to a few passages, as I find that I am likely to 
exceed my contemplated limits. The first text I shall 
notice, is John v. £8, 29. '^Marvel not at this ; for the 
hour is coming, in the which all that are in their graves 
shall hear his voice, and shall come forth ; they that 
have done good unto the resurrection of life; and they 
that have done evil unto the resurrection of damnation." 
I have quoted this passage in this place in consequence 
of its affinity to the passages already considered, under 
the head of a future judgment The passage before us 
teaches a future judgment, and informs us of its concom- 
itant events, viz. a resurrection, and a state of punish- 
menu The passage before us, I think, applies to a future 
state, and teaches a future retribution. I am sensible, 
however, that you confine the passage to this world, 
and apply it to tiie destruction of Jerusalem. But against 
your construction, and in favor of mine, there are many 
weighty considerations.* 

You will readily acknowledge that the passage in 
question holds forth the idea of a retribution^^a, retri- 
bution which is to take place at a specified time or peri* 
od. Now the fact, that this retribution is to take place 
at some particular, speckled time, let that time be when 
it may, gpes directly against the doctrine which limits 

* The fubstanoe of our remarks upon this passage has he«vk 
pvbKafaed by the writer of these Letten, in the Ctttb^v^^^V^v 
loiyforOct.>jaf5. 
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all punishment to this world. For, if men are punished 
to the full desert of their crimes here in time, it is 
manifest that they must be punished step by step as they 
pass along, so that if they be taken away at any moment, 
they will have received all they deserve, and so be obnox- 
ious to no further punishment The doctrine for which you 
contend, therefore, forbids the idea of any special judg- 
ment ; for it maintains that mea are punished at one 
time, as much as at another ; that they are punished daily 
for their sins, so that if by any accident any one should 
be taken away instantly at any time, the account would 
be squared in this stafte, and the subject would stand 
exposed to no future discipHne. Now it is perfectly idle 
on your scheme to talk of any special judgment, that is, 
a judgment which is to take place at any specified time. 
It is totally senseless and absurd to speak of any partic- 
tUar time, as the day of judgment, if the judgment takes 
place every day — at one period as much as at anotiier. 

What should we think of a distinguished philosopher, 
who should pretend that he had some important fact to 
make known to mankind, and then should gravely 
assert^ that on a certain given day, the tide would ebb 
and flow at New-York P Since the ebbing and flowing 
of the tide is what takes place regularly flAd constantly, 
we should conclude, that this learned man was tHfliog 
with our understanding, or else he was disordered in 
.his intellect. Just so must our Savior appear, on year 
interpretation of the passage. On your scheme we must 
suppose that Jesus Christ called our attention to a evil^- 
jecl^ as though it were something of transcendant import 
tance, and then gravely told us, that great power wu 
given him by the Father, that he might be enabled at a 
certain future period to accomplish, what? Why, that 
which has taken place daily in all ages of the world, 
without any assistance on his part ! ! Butshall we attri- 
bate such consummate trifiin^to Vam^VAfiiA incapable 
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of deceit— -''who spake as never laan spake r" Far be 
the thought. It is so evident that a special judgment 
is taught in this passage, that jou are free to acknow- 
ledge it, though this acknowledgment is fatal to your 
sjstem. 

But you inform us that our Savior was speaking of a 
ipiritual resurrection in the context, and has given no 
notice of any change of the sulject.* — That Jesus was 
apeaking of a spiritual resurrection in the context, is 
readily admitted, but that he did give intimation of a 
chmige of the suhject, we shall attempt to show. And it 
is worthy of special remark here, that you yourself apply 
the 28th and d9th verses to an event totally distinct, 
and entirely different from any thing taught in the con- 
text And certainly you would not apply the different 
parts of this chapter to different events, in direct opposi- 
tion to your own statement, unless such an application 
was taught in the discourse. But to proceed ;— In the 
£5th verse Jesus says, ''Verily, verily, I say unto you, the 
hoar 19 coming, and now is, when the dead shall hear 
the voice of the Son of God, and they that hear, shall 
live." This is undoubtedly a moral or spiritual resur- 
rection. But a spiritual resurrection admits of no 
special judgment to follow the resurreciioo. It only 
teaches us, that those who are dead in sin, are raised to 
newness of life or spiritual enjoyment. After speaking 
of a spiritual resurrection in verse 25th, Jesus says in 
verses 26th and 27th, ••For as the Father hath life in 
himself ; so hath he given to the Son to have life in him- 
self; and hath given him authority to execute judgment 
aUot because he is the Son of man." Here our Savior 
not only speaks of his ability to impart that life of which 
be had spoken in verse 25th« but speaks of his ability to 
execute judgment also. Thus we l^n that he did 
change the subject of discourse. Frqm that of a spiritual 

t }d Beply to Merritt, p. 3^. 
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resurrection, which precludes the idea of a retribationy 
he changes to that of a literal one, connected with a 
retribution or judgment. This change of the subject is 
plainly taught by his speaking of executing judgment in 
eontradistinetion from raising men to spiritual life. 
''Hath given him power to execute judgment also." 
Unless there is a change of the subject, the emphatie 
word, also, has no meaning. It is perfectly evident 
from the discourse itself, that there is a change in the 
subject 

Knowing that he had introduced something m addi- 
tion to what he had been treating of, the divine Teadier 
says, "Marvel not at this ;" that is, though I have intro- 
duced something new, do not be surprised. And then, 
to confirm and illustrate what he had hinted relative to 
executing judgment, he adds the passage in question. 
'*Marvel not at this ; for the hour is coming, in the 
which all that are in their graves, shall hear his voice, 
and come forth ; they that have done good unto the re- 
surrection of life ; and they that have done evil, unto 
the resurrection of damnation." Now it is perfectly 
evident, from the manner of introducing the 28th and 
29th verses^ that they allude to a subject entirely diffe* 
rent from what is taught in verse 25th. 

By comparing the 25th verse with the 28th and 29th, 
we shall discover at once that they treat of different 
events. 1. In the 25th verse, it is said, '*the hour Is 
coming, and now is;" in the 28th, «*the honriscomiii^." 
Here then is a striking difference ; one is represented 
not only future, but present also ; the other is repre- 
sented as exclusively future. 2. It is said in verse 25th, 
''the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God ;'' in 
the 28th, ''all that are in their graves shall hear his 
voice." Here again is a striking dissimilarity. The 
former asserts that the dead shall hear. Tlie term dead 
is used very. frequently in the New Testament to repre- 
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sent tkofte iii i state of condemnation— *^dead in tres- 
paSsen iind sths." But the word grave is not used by 
any New Testament writer in that sense. Though you 
put a figurative meaning upon the term graves, in this 
passage, you are not able to produce a single instance in 
the whole New Testament, where the word is used in 
that sense ; but you are under the necessity of repairing 
to one of the highly figurative visions of Ezekieh But 
this is an unfair mode of interpreting any writer. It is, 
in fact, not explaining his meaning by his own uniform 
use of the term, but by the single use of it by another 
writer, in another age of the world, and that too in a 
connexion, where it is acknowledged, that the language 
is furthest possible from being literal. Who would feel 
justified in explaining the meaning of a term, in a writer 
of our own age and nation, by the use of this term in 
one connexion only in a single writer in the days of 
Greece or Rome ; especially when it is acknowledged, 
that this ancient writer, in this instance, used the term in 
a sense entirely different from all his cotemporaries, and 
different from his own accustomed method of using it ? But 
this would be no more tinjnst than to explain the word grave 
rn St John's gospel, by the sense in which an ancient 
prophet once used it Now it appears to me to be much 
tnore proper to explain the meaning of the word grave 
by St. John's own use of it, than to go to the Old Testa- 
ment to ascertain its meaning. But for the sake of the 
case, we Will go to the Old Testament The word grave 
Occurs very frequently in the Jewish scriptures. But it 
ia not even pretended that it is used to express the state 
of the spiritually iead^ except by one writer, in one con- 
nexion only. If the Old Testament, therefore, is to 
decide the question, it is much more rational to explain 
K by the general use of the word by various writers* 
fliaa to explain it by the use of one^wrtfer only, and that 
in an excepted case. 
16* 



lyg LETTER VI. 

Now if we let St. John be his own expositor, a prifi- 
lege which all other writers claim, the matter will bo 
decided at once. The term (ivtjfuc, here rendered grave 
occurs at least sixteen times in John's gospel. Four 
times it is applied to the grave of Lazarus, where it will 
be admitted by all, that the term signifies the place of 
the Hterally dead. Eleven times it is applied to the 
grave or sepulchre of Christ, where its meaning will not 
be disputed. Now as this term is' used fifteen times in 
John's gospel to signify the literal grave, it is natural 
and just to conclude, tiiat it has this meaning in the re- 
maining instance ; especially as this is the sense in which 
the other New Testament writers uniformly use the 
term, and this sense best agrees with the passage itself. 
3. In the £5th verse Jesus says, '*They that hear, or 
listen,^^ as Wakefield renders it, ''shall live." This 
plainly implies that all do not listen or regard the roic^. 
By the dead^s hearing the voice of the Son of God^ men- 
tioned in the preceding part of the verse, nothing more 
i« meant, as you will acknowledge, than that the gospel 
is preached to those who are dead in sin. Now both 
scripture and observation teach us, that many who hear 
the preaching of the gospel, do not listen, or regard its 
requirements. Thus the clause, **they who listen, shall 
live," implies that a part only of those who enjoyed the 
preaching of the gospel, obeyed its requirements at that 
time, or were altered by what they heard. But not so 
in the 28th and 29th verses. There we are told that all 
shall hear, and come forth. Here again the difference 
is such as to lead us to the conclusion, that the two 
passages cannot apply to the same event. 

4. The 25th verse says, "all that hear shall live j" 
tl)at is, all that come forth, shall enjoy happiness. But 
this is far from being the case in the 29th verse. There 
we are told, that '<some shall come forth ta lifi^ «nd 
some to condemnaiiion.^^ Thus we see that these piHaa- 
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ges are far from teaching the same thing, and of course 
cannot applj to the same event. The latter passage is 
introduced as something in addition to the former, and 
different from it ; and bj comparing the passages toge- 
ther, we find that they teach doctrines essentially dis* 
tinct and dissimilar. The 25th verse represents the 
event spoken of as present ; the 28th and £9th, as future: 
the former speaks of the dead in sin ; the latter, of those 
in their literal graves : in the one case, Apart only obey 
the voice ; in the other, they all yield obedience to the 
summons : in that, all who obey come forth to enjoy- 
ment ; in this, a part come forth to damnation , there, a 
retribution is precluded ; but here, it is clearly taught* 
And what passjages, I ask, can be more dissimilar? 
Nothing but the bias of system, [ should think, could 
lead any person to interpret these passages of the same 
event. 

Further ; the £8th and 29th verses &innot be explain- 
ed in a spiritual sense without involvirijf the greatest 
absurdity. A resurrection implies a change; it is tal- 
king men from one situation, and placing them in jino- 
ther, different from the former. But if the passage be in- 
terpreted of a spiritual resurrection, it makes confusion 
of the passage. It would then amount simply to this ;— 
Those who are dead in sin experience a great change, 
even a resurrection $ they are raised to that degree, 
that they are sunk much deeper than before. Or they 
are brought from a state of moral death, to what i a state 
of moral life ? No— they are brought from moral d^ath 
to moral death ! that is, they have experienced n6 re* 
surrection at all ! Or in other words, their change is ao 
great, that they are in the same situation after they 
have experienced this change, as they were before. But 
does not every person see that this entirely destroys the 
ooiHiiateiicy of the text ? Besides, the passage is intro- 
4i)eed mth a mark of attention— '*Marvel not at this!^' 
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But if Jesud meant nothing more in the 28th and S9ttl 
TerseSy than he had taught in the 25th, he mudt have tri- 
fled with a solemn subject Suppose a speaker, after 
having dwelt a considerable time upon a subject, should 
call our attention as though some new subject of impor- 
tance was about to be introduced, and then should repeat 
what he had already stated several times before. We 
should think the man was partially deranged, or that he 
was sporting with his audience. But God forbid that we 
should ascribe such conduct to a Teacher sent from hea- 
ven. 

You apply this passage to the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem, and represent it as expressing the situation of the 
Jews as a nation.* By this application you admit that 
our Savior did change the subject of discourse. Why 
then do you contend that the 28th and 29th verses must 
be interpreted in the same nianner as the 25th ; and at 
the same time interpret them essentially different? 
But I would ask, on wttat authority do you apply this 
passage to the Jews as a nation, and confine it to the 
destruction of Jerusalem ? There is nothing in the con- 
text which justifies this. The Jews as a nation, or the 
destruction of Jerusalem are not spoken of, nor even 
alluded to in the passage or its connexion. Not one 
word in the whole context can be (bund which authorizes 
such a construction of the text Neither will the pes* 
sage bear a construction so limited. The language is 
universal **Jill that are in their graves." There is no 
more propriety in applying this to a part of mankind, 
than there is in applying those passages which speak of 
Christ's d^^in^ /or a^, to apart of mankind; which ap^ 
plication you would be the last to admit. Besides, we 
have already seen that the passage speaks of those in 
their literal graves $ and certainly you will not pretend 
that all the literally dead were raised to life in the 
apostolic age. If we should admit that this reMr^eetioii 
* Lect. pp. 376) 377. 
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was spiritual, the passage then could not bear your coq- 
struction. All men^n a state of moral death did not 
bear the voice of th^on of God, that is, the gospel, at 
that period. It cannot be said with a shadow of proprie- 
tjr, or even of truth, that tlie gospel was preached to the 
whole human family, at the destruction of Jerusalem. 

We will go still farther, and for argument's sake, will 
admit that the resurrection was spiritual, and that the 
passage applied to the destruction of Jerusalem. Now 
I ask, in what sense did the Jews hear the voice of the 
Son of God at that period ? They certainly did not 
hear the preaching of the gospel ; for those Christians 
who were at Jerusalem were commanded by our Savior 
himself to leave the city, and flee into the mountains; 
Neither is it probable that one tenth part of them ever 
did hear the gospel. And if it should be granted that 
the gospel was preached at the destruction of Jerusalem, 
this would not answer the description of the passage. 
The text undoubtedly means something; it expresses 
something which does not ordinarily take place. Now 
suppose that the gospel was preached at that penod ; 
this is nothing different from what takes place at other 
times, and so does not answer the description given in 
the passage. They must hear the voice of Christ in 
some extraordinary manner, in order to come up to the 
sense of the text. But in what sense did they hear this 
voice at the destruction of Jerusalem ? Jesus made no 
personal appearing at that time. They could not hear the 
voice of the Son of God at all, unless the besieging army 
be considered that voice. But who will admit an absur- 
dity like this ? If the besiegers be the voice of Christ, 
tiiea every besieged city hears that voice ; then the Jews 
did not hear that voice in the apostolic age, any more than 
they did when Nebuchadnezzar razed their city to the 
ground, and carried them captive to Babylon. But 
»way with absurdities like these. — But in what sense 
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were the Jews raised at the destruction of their city ? 
Were they made better or more virtuous ? No — those 
who were sinful, remained so. N^ this resurrection, to 
mean any thing, must mean that their state was altered 
either for the better or the worse. They were not made 
better, for the passage says, they come forth to condem- 
nation. It follows then that they were made more 
unhappy, and plunged deeper in misery. ThiS) one 
would think, appears more like sinking than romii^ 
them. Can a single inatance be produced in which the 
sacred writers, or any others whatever, express the des* 
tructimi of Jerusalem, or any other city, by the term, 
resurredion? We should call that writer a maniac, 
who should call the capturB of a city, a nsurr^etion. 

Again; you apply this passage to tile destruction, vf 
Jerusalem, at which time you maintidn that a speoial 
judgment took place. Now the Jews were rewarded 
according to their deeds, during tiie ages which preceded 
the destruction <tf Jerusalem, or they were not. If they 
were not, then many of them went out of the world with* 
out an equitable retribution ; then many will be puntsh- 
•d ifl a future world, so the system for which you con* 
UnA must be false. But if the Jews, and consequently 
•U otfiers, were rewarded in this world aecopdiag to 
their deeds in the ages which preceded and followed 
tk« destruction of their city, as they must have been 
t» Avoid a future puntshmenty then there is not the least 
propriety in applying this passage to the apostolic age. 
The passage, «n your construction, teaches nothing but 
a vttribation, and might as well apply to the landin|C 
of our forefathers at Plymeuthi as to the destruction sf 
Jerusalem.. For on your scheme, men are rewanM 
according to their deeds at one period, as much as at 
another. At the destruction of Jerusalem men receiv- 
ed no more than they justly merited, and according to 
your views, the^ have received that in all i^s ; conso- 
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quenttjr the passage in cJinestion applies to the destruc- 
tion «f Jermalem, no more than to the year of jubilee 
vnder the law. 

The method you adopt to proire that the passage in 
John applies to the destruction of Jerusalem, is to con- 
sider it parallel to the one in the ISth of Daniel, which 
is supposed to apply to that event.* In the first place, 
it ts net absolutely certain that the passage in Daniel 
alludes to the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans. 
But if this should be granted, it furnishes no proof that 
the passage in John alludes to the same event. There is 
no evidence at all that our Savior borrowed his language 
from Daniel. In fact, the phraseology of our Savior in 
the passage before us, is entirely different from that 
used by Daniel. There is scarcely one term ussd in 
common by them. Now how can it be pretended that 
our Savior borrowed his language from Daniel, when 
his language is entirely different from that used by the 
prophet? But if it could be proved that Christ borrow* 
ed his language from the passage in Daniel, it would 
not follow that he alluded to the same event that DanieV 
did. Whoever has ezamiaed the subject with attention^ 
will be sensible, that even when the writers of the New 
Testament quote the precise language of the Old Testa- 
TRent, they frequently accommodate it to the subject of 
which they are treating, when this subject is entirely 
dtffbroAt from that to which this language originally 
applied. And as this is true of quotations, it surely 
oannoibe pretended that two writers are describing the 
sanve eveni because their language is somewhat similar. 
All the accounts we have of the invisible world, are 
g¥ve& in language borrowed from this. But what ration- 
al man erer tlnnight . that Ood possessed a corporeal 
body^ fVom the fact ihat words areappUed to him,. which 
were originally appliecf, and are constantly a9(|liedt<i 
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the human system P John, in describing the saints in 
heaven, sajs, they were clothed with white robes, with 
palms in ^eir hands. But who would understand this 
in a sense strictly literal, because this language was 
borrowed from literal objects P 

You cannot be so ignorant of the scriptures as not to 
know that the sacred writers, when speaking upon one 
subject, frequently borrow language, which originally 
applied to another. And will you rest your exposition 
of the passage before us, upon a principle which you 
will admit to fail in very many cases ? Give me the 
latitude which you take to apply John v. 28, 29, to the 
destruction of Jerusalem, and I will engage to prove any 
thing, or rather to disprove every thing, and leave you 
in scepticism. There is not a passage in the New Tes- 
tament which you apply to a future state, but that may 
be explained away in the same manner. Take for ex- 
ample 1 Corinthians, 15th chapter, where a resurrection 
is taught. You, who apply the passage in John to the 
destruction of Jerusalem, contend that the Slth of Mat* 
thew applies to the same event. Now there is a much 
greater similarity between the phraseology of certain 
passages in the 24th of Matthew and the 15th of Corin- 
thians, than there is between the passage in John and 
the one in Daniel. Examples.. In Matthew we read 
repeatedly of CTirist^s coming ; in Corinthians, of ''those 
Who are ChtisVs at his coming,'*^ Matthew sayi^ '*then 
shall the end come;'^^ Paul says, "then cometh the endJ*^ 
Matthew speaks '<of the sound of the trumpet;" Paul says 
"the trumpet shall sound." Now this proves that the 
apostle in the 15th of Corinthians was speaking of the 
destruction of Jerusalem, as clearly as you can prove 
that the passage in John applies to that event. In fact 
the proof is much more to the point ; for we are not un- 
der the necessity of calling in the visions of Ezekid to 
oor Mid, and travelling througjti the visions of Daniel» but 
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can coropftre.the passages directly together. Not only 
the 15th of Corinthians, but every passage which you 
apply to a future state, can be explained away in the 
same manner ; and did it not look too much like trifling 
with the subject, we would apply your method of inter- 
pretation to every passage which is thought to apply to a 
future atate of being, and show that they can all be 
made to apply to the present world, as well as the pas- 
sage in John. Perhaps you will say that there is some- 
thing in these passages which will not allow of their 
being applied to this state of being. 1 answer, there is 
something in the passage in John^ which does not allow 
such an application, as we have already seen. I am 
fully persuaded, that with no more ingenuity than I 
possess, I can take every passage which you apply to a 
future state, and interpret them as applying to this 
world, and justify the interpretation by arguments of 
the same nature of those which you adopt to avoid a fu- 
ture punishment'. 

The exposition we have given of John v. 28, 29, is . 
confirmed by other passages which speak of the resur.-./^* '• 
rection. When Paul was accused, and brought before ^'r^ 
authority, and was permitted to speak for himself, he 
says in his defence, among other things, "And have hope 
towards God, which th^y themselves also allow, that 
there will be a resurrection of the dead, both of ihejmt 
and unjusV^ Here the apostle speaks of a resurrec- 
tion of the dead. This I think you will admit, is a lit- 
eral resurrection. And this resurrection is general. 
Paul not only says there shall be a resurrection of the 
dead, but he particularizes and says, "both of the just 
and unjust." And this he speaks of as a truth general- 
ly admitted — a truth "which they themselves also al- 
low." Thus it appears that not only Paul, but the peo- 
ple generally in his day, believed in 9, resurre<^tion of 

* Acts xxiv. 15. 
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the dead, both of the just and unjust. It cannot be pre- 
tended that Paul in this passage admitted their views 
for the sake of justifying himself, for he sajs in the pas- 
sage, that he has hope towards Opd in this resurrection. 
From this passage we learn that there is a' distinction of 
character among the dead, as well as among the living. 
The apostle speaks of the dead in general ; he then di- 
vides them into two classes, the just and unjust. This 
incontrovertiblj shows that all do not become holy at 
death. There will be a resurrection of the just and un- 
just, as such. They will retain their cha,racters in the 
resurrection. The just will be raised to happiness ; aijid 
the unjust to misery; or, as our.Savior expresses it in 
the passage we have already examined, ''they shall come 
forth unto the resurrection of damnation." The resur- 
reetion of the just and unjust, of which the apostle 
speaks, cannot be a spiritual resurrection ; for we have 
already seen that a spiritual resurrection of the unjust 
involves a solecism ; as it supposes that they are raised 
from moral death to moral death, which K no resurrec- 
tion at all. iThat rewards and punishments will be ad- 
ministered at the resurrection, appears from the language 
of the divine Teacher. "For thou shalt be recompensed 
at the resurrection of the just.''* These passages plainly 
teach us that there will be a resurrection of the jiist and 
ui just, as such; that one will be rewarded, and the 
other punished ; and so they go directly to confirm the 
exposition we have given of John v. 28, £d. From 
what has been offered upon this passage, I think it obvi- 
ously appears that there will be a general resurrection of 
the (lead at some future period, and that a state of re- 
wards and punishments will follow that event, 1 am 
aware that you will urge the 15th of 1st Corinthians in 
opposition to these views ; but that scripture will be 
attended to hereafter. 

* Luke xiv. 14. 
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Th^ next passage which claims our attention is Matt. 
X. 28, "And fear not them which kill the body, but are 
notable to kill the soul; but rather fear him 'which is 
able to destroy both soul and body in hell." The paral- 
lel passage is Luke xii. 4, 5, which we will transcribe. 
"And I say unto you, my friends, be not afraid of them 
that kill the body, and after that have no more that they 
can do : but 1 will forewarn you whom ye shall fear. 
Fekr hltn, which after he hath killed, hath power to cast 
into hell ; yea, I say unto you, fear him." These passa- 
ges both relate to the same discourse of our Lord, and 
may with pi^opriety be examined together, as they mutu- 
ally throw light upon each other. They teach us that 
men's! power is limited by death. They may kill the 
body, but *'atfter that have no more that they can 
do." But Dot fi(b with &od. After he hath killed the 
body, he can cast us into hiell, that is^ he can punish us 
in a future stiite. But you say, "I understand that the 
divine Teacher, in the instance mentioned in these pas- 
Ba^^s^ alluded to the power of God, and not to what it 
was the thill of God td do."* This then is your inter- 
pretation of the passage ; — God is able to cast into hell 
after he hath killed the body, but it does not follow that 
he win do it. By examining the context, we find that 
Christ sent out his disciples to preach and perform 
miracles. He apprised them of the danger they would 
have to encounter. And to encourage them in a faithful 
discharge of their duty to God, he utters the words of 
the passage before us. The disciples were placed in a very 
critical situation. If they were faithful to God, they 
drew upon themselves the severest persecution. Bu t 
if, to aVoid this persecution, they shrutik from their duty, 
they direw upon themselves the judgments of God. In 
this trying dilemma their Master addresses them— • 
"Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to 

• Univ. Mag. Vol. III. p. 134. 
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kill the soul ; but rather fear him which is able to de- 
stroy both soul and body in helL" Upon this view of 
the subject, it appears that the passage before us was 
designed to excite their fears. But if there was no 
danger that God would inflict that which is here men- 
tioned, then Jesus used duplicity. He attempted to 
excite fear from a motive which did not exist. We 
roust, therefore, admit that there was danger that €rod 
would punish us after death, or else ascribe duplicity 
to a Teacher sent from heaven. 

Besides, on your exposition, the whole force of the 
passage is lost. It converts the whole into a mere 
farce. The spirit of the ieiU on your exposition, is this. 
Jesus with the utmost gravity says to his followers, 
'^Fear not those who kill the body, but are not able to 
make yon unhappy after death ; but I will forewarn you 
whom to fear; fear God who is able, not only to destroy 
the body, btti also to make yoo unhappy after death, 
though he will not do itP^ Or more briefly — fear not 
those who cannot make you miserable after death ; but 
fear him who can, but will not ! But does not every 
person see that this is destroying the whole force of the 
passage— the entire strength of the motive ? What 
should we think of a legislature which should make a 
law, and as a motive to excite obedience to that law, 
should declare that they were able to punish the trans- 
gressor of the law, but were determined not to do it ? 
Such a law, with such a penalty, would be a disgrace to 
any legislature. This would virtually be inviting trans- 
gression, and telling men that they might sin with 
impunity. It would be granting them a license to tram- 
ple the law under foot. Tell a hardened wretch jtist 
liberated from the State Prison, that if he steals again, 
the government has power to cast him again into prison, 
but that they are determined not to exercise this power;. 
Mnd be will laugh at your weakness, or else will tell 
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yon, thai he cares nothing about the power, if it is not to 
be brought into ejcercise. It is not the power, but the 
exercise of the power which excites fear. We generally 
consider those parents unwise, who attempt to command 
the obedience of their children by threatening them wHIi 
a punishment which they do not, or cannot inflict. Now 
we must either ascribe conduct of this nature to. the 
Savipr, or else admit that there is danger of a punish- 
ment in a future state. I will here ask, whether you 
pursue the course which your exposition attributes to 
the divine Teacher P Do you attempt to excite men 
to obedience by the« consideration that God is able to 
punish them in a future state? The farthest from it 
possible. You represent a future retribution as impeach- 
the character of God ; and as God cannot contradict 
himself, so it it impossible for him to punish his creat- 
w^ after dearth. This is what you constantly maintain 
in sentiment at least. Thus you acknowledge that the 
conduct of our Savior was unwarranted on your exposi- 
tion, by carefully avoiding such language yourself. 

Besides, how can you maintain that God is able to 
punish men in a future state, while you contend at the 
same time, that such a punishment would impeach his 
character ? The scriptures assure us that God cannot 
lie. It is impossible for him to speak contrary to the 
truth. But this impossibility is entirely of a moral 
nature ; he cannot lie consistently with his character. 
He cannot deny himself. Now on your system, the 
same impossibility lies against punishment in a future 
MMtAi « Inflicting such a punishment, according to your 
views, would impeach the divine character as much as 
proclaiming a falsehood. With you therefore, it is as 
much impossible for God to punish his creatures in a fu- 
ture state, as it is for him to lie. Now with what pro- 
priety.CAn you a^mit that God is abte to inflict a punish- 
ment after death ? However consistent \t \% ^qt >\% \.v^ 
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admit that God is able to do this ; it is totally absurd on 
jour system to admit that God possesses this ability. 
But perhaps you will say that the passage would not 
teach a future punishment, if it should be granted that 
God does perform that which he is here said to be able. 
I acknowledge that you have said, '<if a man was de- 
stroyed, both soul and body, it appears to me that this 
man would not exist"* But it is a little surprising 
that you should make an observation like this, since you 
are decidedly opposed to the doctrine of annihilation.^ 
You must know that destruction is not only threatened, 
but is actually inflicted upon somo^human beings4 Now 
in the passages here alluded to, and in many others, the 
wicked, or some part of them, are said to be destroyed. 
And do you understand by this, that they are annihila- 
ted ? No— you contend that they will all be made eter- 
nally happy. Why then do you intimate that destroy in 
the passage in question, means extinction of being? 
Nothing but a prepossession in favor of a system, would 
hftve induced you to make the above remark — a remark 
wlirch you must either recal, or renounee the **restitu- 
tion of all things.'' You cannot be ignorant that the 
word destroy, frequently signifies nothing more than 
trouble, pain, or misery. So it is perfectly evident that 
if the passage before us has its fulfilment, a future retri- 
bution will take place. 

On our exposition of the passage, the motive to fear 
God rather than man, is clear anTliVmnUe. IVe have 
already seen the purpose for which Qiis passage was 
spoken. Jesus was then about, to ^end out his disciples, 
and be tulff them that they windd be persecuted even to 
deaths for his name's sake. Thus by being faithful in 
the cause of the gospel, they were in danger of losing 

♦ Univ. Mag. Vol. III. p. 134. t U. Majr. Vol. VI. p 6. 
X 2 l^et. ii. i. Matt vii. 13. Jer. xvil. 18. Hot. iv. ^. xiii. 9* 
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their liveg; but if they were unfaithful, they would 
meet the disapprobation of God. Now in this critical 
situation, what course must they pursue? Must they 
fear men, or God? Our Savior tells them that they 
must fear the latter. But why fear God rather than 
man? For this good reason; — men can put you to 
death, but there their power ceases. The injury they 
inflict cannot extend beyond the grave. But not so 
with God. He can not only take your life, but he can 
subject you to suffering in a future state. Therefore it 
becomes you to fear God rather than man. Since it is a 
fact that men would take their lives on supposition that 
thejCTrere faithful in the cause of God, it follows of 
coiim, that God would subject them to a future state of 
discipline, if they were unfaithful. Thus on the expo- 
sition we have given, the motive to fear God is strong 
and clear. But on your exposition there is no motive 
at all. You make Christ tell his followers to fear God 
rather than men ; and then to enforce this duty by rea- 
soning which shows that we ought to fear men as much 
as we fear God. If God does not inflict a punishment 
after death, the motive to fear men is equally as great as 
to fear God. Men can not only put us to death, but 
they can, as Jesus expresses it in the context, persecute 
and scourge, before they inflict death ; that is, they can 
put us to death in the most lingering, painful manner. 
And on your system, God can do no more. Hence you 
have no motive at all to fear God rather than man« But 
on our exposition, as we have seen, the motive is power- 
ful, and the reasoning cogent. 

Since our Savior would not reason inconclusively, nor 
use deceit, it is manifest that there is a probability, that 
God will inflict a punishment upon those who are diso- 
bedient ; and that this punishment will extend beyond 
the grave. It also appears from the context that the 
motive which our Savior presented was a real motive* 
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For both Matthew and Luke, in the immediate connex- 
ion, say that Christ will reject those who reject him* 
Matthew says, verses 32d aud 33d, << Whosoever, there '. 
fore, shall confess me before men, him will I confess 
also before my Father which is in heaven. But whoso- 
ever shall deny me before men^ him will I also deny 
k^ore my Father which is in heaven.^ This passage 

Slices it perfectly evident that the punishment which 
pd is able to inflict after he hath destroyed the body, 
will be inflicted. We have already seen the situation 
in which the disciples were placed. They must either 
fear God or man. Jesus says to them in the 28th jprse, 
<<But rather fear him which is able to destroy botlHtoul 
and body in hell." Here the fear of God is enforced 
by the consideration that God is able to punish in a 
future state. In verse 29th, he tells us that God takes 
cognizance of all things, even the fall of a sparrow ; in 
v^irse 30th, that the hairs on our heads are all numbered, 
and in verse 3lst, that we are of more value than many 
sparrows. Then follows the passage we have alreiady 
quoted. "Whosoever, therefore, shall confess roe before 
men, him will I confess," &c. Thus we see that the 
32d and d3d verses, which declare that Christ will 
confess those, who confess him ; and will deny those^ 
who deny him, are inferred from the preceding ver- 
ses. In verse 28th, Jesus says, that God is able to 
cast into hell, after the body is destroyed, and in 
•verses 29th, SOth, and 31st, he tells us that God's 
knowledge and power extend to every event. He then 
infers from these verses, that those who confess him, 
will be confessed, but those who deny him, will be deni- 
ed by God. That the d2d and S3d verses are an infer- 
ence from the 28th, 29th, 30th, and 31st, appears evi4dent 
from their being introduced with, therefore, "Whosoever, 
therefore, shall confess me," &c. The argument of our 
Savior is perspicuous and forcible. It is briefly this ;— 
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Since God is able to cast into hell, after he hath killed 
the hodr, and takes cognizance of all events; it follows 
that those who deny roe, will be denied by God. This, 
then^ settles the question entirely. It shows in the 
clearest manner, that that punishment which God, in 
verse 28th, is said to be able to inflict, will be inflicted 
upon the disobedient. Those who deny Christ, will be 
denied by him. It is unnecessary to inquire whether 
any do deny Christ, because it will be readily admitted 
that he is denied by thousands. It will be of no avail to 
say here, that the passage does not say that Christ will 
deny them in a future state ; for St Luke, in the par- 
allel passage, says expressly, that God has power to cast 
into hell, after the body is destroyed ; which clearly 
shows that the punishment is beyond the grave. 

The S^ and ddd verses furnish us with an argument 
in anodtt^ *point of view. It is frequently said by the 
advocates of your system, that the passage, **Fearnot. 
them which kill the body," &c. was addressed only to A<s 
disciples. But in the 32d and 33d verses, this sentiment 
or principle is rnadft general. **Wh^so€veT t\\^\\ cor*f»^s 
me.'' Thus we see that this passage is made of general 
application ; it embraces not only tlie disciples, but 
men universally. Whoever has read the New Testa- 
ment with attention, must be sensible that in very 
many case$>, what is addressed to the disciples applies to 
others as if ell as to them. Who ever thought that those 
excellent instructions, contained in Christ's Sermon tm 
the mount, did not apply to all men, from the fact that 
it was addressed to Christ's disciples? But if the^ 
scriptures apply to those only to whom they were at 
first addressed, we may close our Bibles immediately, 
for nothing in them applies to us. It is strange that 
men, to support a system, will lay down principles which 
destroy Christianity itself. We have now offered all 
that is thought necessary to meet your exposition of 



194 LETTER VI. 

the passage. We have seen, that in order to free the 
divine Teacher from the charge of duplicitj, we must 
admit that God will punish men after the death of the 
body ; and this our Savior confirms in the immediate 
connexion, by saying, that those who deny him before 
men, shall be denied by him before his Father in 
heaven. 

That there is great difficulty in reconciling this pas- 
sage with your system, appears evident from the numer- 
t)us and contradictory expositions, which have been given 
of the text by the abetters of your views. Mr. Kneeland 
gives two different interpretations of this passage. In 
the first place, he explains it as you do. He then 
becomes dissatisfied with this exposition, and in the 
same controversy, he adopts the following as its mean- 
ing — Fear not men who can kill the body, but fear men 
who can not only kill the body, but leave it unburied 
after it is dead !* I will not attempt to confute this 
wild exposition, but will content myself with remarking 
that our author must be in great distress for his favorite 
system, to have recotrrse to an exposition like this. But 
Mr. Balfour's imagination is too fruitful to be confined 
to <iro interpretations. In the fiist place, he explains 
the terra soul, ea^pletively, that is, to have no significa- 
tion, and used only to fill up the sentence; and then the 
term souHs explained to signify animaZ life, indirect 
opposition to his first interpretation. At one time, cfc- 
«troj^ is explained to signify annihilation ; at another, to 
signify misery at the destruction of Jerusalem. And 
after all, there is no certainty that this punishment will 
be inflicted upon any one; for it is not said that God 
will do it, but'only that he is able.t All these various 
and contradictory views are given by Mr. B. and he, 

• Chridt. Repository, Vol. HI. pp. 53, 60, 61. Also Philadel*^ 
phi a Univ. Magazine, 
t Balfour^t Inquiry, pp. 189—214; 
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when treating upon this passage, adopts first one, and 
then another of th^^e expositions, as best answers his 
purpose. Now this multipiicitj of interpretatipnst 
which have hjeen given of the text by the defenders of 
your system, is proof positive that the passage does not 
naturally cqrrespond with your views. What else 
could have induced Messrs. Kneeland and Balfour to 
offer such various and discordant constructions ? 

Before dismissing this subject, I have a few remarks 
to offer upon Mr. B.'s labors upon this text. ' In his 
Inquiry and Reply, he has about 50 p^ges to reconcile 
this passage with his views — a circumstance which plain- 
ly shows that he found no small share of difficulty. In 
the first place, Mr. B. tells us that the term soul, is used 
expletively in Matthew. In proof of this, he says that 
Luke does not mention any thing but the body ; and if 
Matthew by the word soul, meant the immortal part of 
man, there is a great deficiency in Luke's language in 
relating this discourse of our Lord's.* Now if we look 
at these passages, I think we shall find no deficiency in 
Luke's language, on supposition that Matthew meant 
the immortal part of man by the term soul. Matthew 
says, <<]Fear not them which kill the body, but are not 
able to kill the soul ; but rather fear him which is able 
to desti:oy both soul and . body in hell." Now let us 
look at Luke's language. ''I say unto you, my friends, 
be not afraid of them that kill the body, and after that, 
h^ve no more that they can do* But I will forewarn jron 
whom ye shall fear. Fear him w^ich, after he hath killed, 
hatli power to cast into hel) ; yea, I say unto you, fear 
h^m." We have now both passages before us, and 
on examination, we shall find that they. teach one and 
the same thing. 

In the first place^ Matthew says, "fear not them that 
kill the bodv, but are not able to iciU ths> souV^ Luke 

•Xpq. p.l90. 
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says, ''be not afraid of them that kill the body, and afttr 
that'have no more that they can do.^^ Now it appears 
that Luke recognizes the same distinction between soul 
and body, as is expressed by Matthew. ^Fear not them 
that kill the body?^ Why did Luke mention the body, 
if he meant to convey the idea, that every thing pertain- 
ing to man died with the body ? By speaking of the 
body, he implies that man possesses something besides 
the body ; something which survives it, and is not de- 
pendent upon it for existence. Suppose I should say of 
Gen. Warren, who fell in our struggle for independence, 
that his head was killed at Charlestown. Would not 
every person consider this as very singular language ? 
They would. Mr. B. himself would say, that it was 
absurd, as it implied that the rest of his body was not 
killed. For he would say, if his whole body was killed, 
why mention the head in particular? Every person at 
all acquainted with language, would say that it was ab- 
surd to say of the General, or of any other person, that 
his head was killed, since the head and body always die 
together. Just so absurd must St. Luke's language ap- 
pear in speaking of the death of the body, unless he meant 
to recognize something which outlives the body, and 
which Matthew expresses by the term soul. Thus we 
see that the language of Luke cannot be understood 
without involving an absurdity, unless we admit that he 
recognizes the distinction between soul and body, which 
is expressed by Matthew. By the single term body^ 
therefore, used as it is by Luke, all is virtually taught, 
which is expressed by the other evangelist. 

But further— Luke says, "Fear not them that kill the 
body, and after that have no more that they can A)." 
It is necessary to keep in mind that Christ in this pas- 
sage was speaking of what was calculated to excite fear. 
He says, as Luke records it, that men can kill the body, 
and there their power ceases ; ^'after that they have no 
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more that they can do." No more that they can do to 
vhat ? Not to the body ; for they can do what they 
please to that But whatever is done to the dead body 
does not injure the deceased, and so is no motive to ex- 
cite fear. Here we see that there is no propriety in the 
sentence, and after that have no mare that they can do, 
unless there is something which survives the body, and is 
beyond the grasp of human beings. Thus we see that 
Luke's language cannot be understood consistently, un* 
less we admit that he means the same by the sentence, 
*'and after that[death3 have no more that they can do," 
as Matthew means by the sentence, ^but cannot kill the 
souK" In fact, the expression s have one and the same 
meaning, on all fair rules of interpretation. But Luke 
does not stop here. He Says, *<But I will forewarn you 
whom ye shall fear ; fear him, which after he hath killed, 
hath power to cast into hell." Cast what into hell after 
he hath killed the body ? Not the body alone ; for cast- 
ing the dead body into hell or Gehenna, would have no 
weight in exciting fear; and we have already seen that 
this fact was mentioned to move Christ'f followers to 
fear Ood. But if it was the body alone that God could 
cast into Gehenna after death, as some pretend^ there 
would be no motive at all to fear God rather than man. 
¥or men can cast the dead body into hell or Gehenna as 
well as God. The meaning of this part of the passage 
is obvious. God, after he hath killed the body, hath 
power to cast the soul, or after the resurrection, is able 
to cast both soul and body into hell. Now in the pas- 
sage, as recorded by Luke, there is a complete antithe- 
sis. We are commanded not to fear men, but to fear 
God. The former is supported by the consideration, 
that men can kill the body only, *'and after that they 
have no more that they can do ;" they cannot afflict the 
soul after death ;— the latter is supported by the conside- 
ration, that the divine Being is not so limited ; Vie^*'«£\Hx 
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be. hath killed, h^tli pqv.ef; to. cast iDto,he|l ^" tHt ,19, ht 
can do wfi^ttifeq^cannfttj he cafi, afflict the boi)I aftec 
death, which^ia bejoijil thepow^rof htf.man.be^ogp. Tfajs 
U the Bep^ioiept taught b; Luke, apd, this ,ia.pr^t:,iaelf the 
ideacoDveje^ byMat^theyr' Thasvre.s^p tlu^there.iaiur, 
deficiencf inihe laoguage.pf Lu)(^,op,8pppf)sitioii t^ttbp 
word sou^ ill Mitthiv ine^^jk^ iwtt^nt paftqfmfln,, 
Their language h a little, differept, 1^1, th^s#qif).ide«.i» 
taught bj both the ertmgeliatq. 

Ail that Mr. it. haa aaid airi>ut,th«. teroj wjtff't bping 
used eipletiTelj, and ^ abou^ the de^ciepcy . of . Luk?'B 
laoeuage, amounts tQ.Doti)^o^. This jp /^^t , he coqfeM- 
eshiinself; foraftecUl^iiiigaotne^ipipeiopt^VB, that the 
term sou/ is used exylftiiieljf, or ia^mff^^H^brfiwi^iiVI^ 
he abandons thi^ grouDflas untenabje, aadjthen.miB )it 
that the term. 8oul sigDJfies jtatur^^ or oniimil life, ^ttw 
it ou^ht to be reiifar^p4 here.th^t ,wh(;ii M/-., B, gtyes.Kp 
hisfirstposition, that the wofd, soul Is.a i(c&f^niu or. is . 
used expUiivtijI, and explaip^it |to signjfjr ftr^^f^i j^, 
he admits a^^istiDCti.op.iiigbd^byMattbew.^^itw^;^ sotti 
and bod^, as njuch. a^ thqae do, w^9 ^xpla^n.^he ^ t^m 
loui to me ail the iip^ortal pant.of man. He.,,canu4pm 
the word sotil to pf^ animal lire, and thu^ )i4^'tKl:^^( 
the terms souj and. &o(l^ have dlRV^fif sigqi^ca^ne^ a^d 
convejr difieren^, ideas.. Noi^.^as Air. B^mal^CB .th«| ^ft^p>4 . 
Boul and body in ]Upt,tHew,, coqvej; .di^erentid^j^i^af, 
much as those who explain. the sq^I to me^o the inj^^Vf- 
tal part uf man, if (here is auj^ deGcieqi^y in.JLu.k^'s li^^ 
guage on suppositioD that the bouI pieai^f fhf., iminjoj'^^ 
spirit, there is the Baitie defic^eqc^ oi^B^pjtOBitApn^tbai 
the word soul me^ns aniip.^l life., But ,d(te9 Mr. Bf^id- 
mit that there is an; deficieqc7,in,Lfik^'^ fsDiSH'K^.i^ 
Does he acknowledge that it fays sbdrt in ^aqj p^rtfCU^ 
lar, inconveying the same idea which .Matthew. jiaq pr*. 
preased i Nvj he tells us that, bojth , passage). ,conT:Cj, 
precisely the sameidev, H^has ey^eq )iise;-t^ a jiqtf ft. 
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the end of his book, to show that he deles idfot alti^w 
*^that Matthewhas expressed tfnore than '^as iiicluded 
10 the mode of expression used by Luke."* Thu's tloes 
Mr. B. himself, th'oagh in direct opposition to his own 
statement, labor to show that yrhat we hiive been pleati- 
ing f6r, is correct; he conteiids with 'us/ that' ndthii^g 
niore is^pressed byMatthew thin is ihi plied Sj'LWe. 
*Now if wH^at Mr. «. hils said cbfi6^i^i^the t^rm 
south beitig a HebruUm.be ti*&e, ' then afl fie Uas'ilib 
coiTcfe rAing itis ftgnifjittgf onimttr/ife, i^ 
if What he tias siid iVi 'favor of the to^er tie tiHe,'tMn 
-wNat he htfs Vaid in fiitor6fthe/(Mi«r must'lte'/D^e. 
This is 'self-evident. For if the tehh^sd^l'be iised'ex- 
'pletively, and hive 'nb tneariing, as he first dodt^nds, 
' then tfn refy ' be t»itiiibt ' with*^hr btftfsWt^c j^re^entd; thiat 
tt'ifgtiifi^ abtMUliif^. -^ilt although t1iese1ttiertir^t&- 
i\i^ ^afe ib dtteet b|)po8Hit>D to 'iach bth'ef, ^r. B. 
vhiei fir#t btfe, abd 'th^^b'the otHier, as beit liiisVefs his 
pUrpb^e. 'He "ai^pi^ai^'tb M bbt wit^ this^pridcitile, viz.. 
that a futiire retrituHdn ^iill he put tfoum > abd to this 
'ebd'heis disposed Wsiicrifice everj thing, eVeb his own 
consistency. 

Mr. B.'teirs us tbiit the Gri^k term, ipvjiy}, ^^ndertd 
^it^ in ^tlfis paf6¥itg&, -and it^ corresfiobding Udii^eV 
^ord, iBTin, signify aHiMdl life, iSut Ho^ db^s He 
'prove thi^ ? Why, he ttifake)i liearned '^(ildtattoiis from 
Whitby ^nd others, to shdiir that th^Se "Words fn^qiiedtty 
"signify triete animal Hfe. But to whltt does thi^ adotihtP 
Becabbethe'Gri^ek tetm^ifjvxntfr^Biitty'^ighi^es abi- 
mal l^fe, ddes it thence follow thait it has nlwdys thi^ sig- 
nification P Becitu^e it signified anidtaltife in pabi^iEi[^es 
wh^e the ^ebse requires this meiiftniTi^, shall ^^e cclb- 
cliiile that it ijolubt liii've this meBbing in ^ler fiksbiigcls, 
iHf«re the creiKfte d^s hibt I'e^tdre, bufatisblutely lOrbi^cfs 
it? Thii n ^kt Mr. B.% ar|(iment YdqfiAi'el of nk. 

1^ 9^ I?ote 'A, p. 44S. 
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But where would guch reasoning lead us? Mr. B. tells 
us that it is not ipvxrj» soul, which is used in scripture 
to signify the immortal part of nian» but jrv^vfta, spirit. 
It is Tivev/ia, and not ipv^rj^ he informs us, which the 
sacred writers use to express that part of man which 
never dies.* But suppose we should institute the same 
inquiry concerning the use of nvivfia^ as Mr. B. has 
done concerning the use of rpvxri* should we not find 
that this term also is frequently used to signify some- 
thing different from the immortal spirit? Yes~-the 
same Mr. B. has furnished this labor for us. He tells 
us elsewhere,t that the Greek word, Ttvevfta^ and its 
corresponding Hebrew word, mi, which are translated 
ipirit, frequently have other significations. He has enu- 
merated about one hundred and sixty instances, in which 
these words are rendered, unnd^ east irind, whirl-windf 
side, blast, air, breath, cool, large, shovel, refreshed, 
apace, courage^ quarters, respite, enlargement, their no- 
bles, anger, &c. Besides, he tells us that they are used 
to signify the person or individual, &c. &c. &c. 

Now if we should introduce Mr. B.'s argument which 
he applies to the use of the term, ipvxrj» we should ar- 
gue the immortal soul or spirit out of existence. IVe 
might take any passage^ which is thought to teach us that 
man possesses an immortal spirit, and say as Mr. B. does 
concerning tpvxti, that the term, nvev/ia and its corres- 
ponding Hebrew term, signify wind in scores of passa- 
ges, therefore this passage does not prove that man pos- 
sesses an immortal spirit. By reasoning in this manner* 
we might become Sadducees in guod earnest I cannot 
believe that Mr. B. intends to undermine our holy reli- 
gion, but I must be permitted to say, that I do think his 
writings go more to support naturalism than Christiani- 
ty. But in his Reply to Sabine, Mr. B. grows more confi- 
dent than in his Inquiry. He tells us in the Reply that 

' * Inq. pp, jM)6| f07| f08. t Evan. Repertoij, and U. Mag. 
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the term ifjv^fj, doed hot in a single instance signifj the 
iiAtnortai part of man. Mj limits will not permit mj ex- 
amibing the passages in which the term ipv^tj occurs, bat 
I will ji^st remark, that Mr. B. maintains that the soul 
frteqaeiitlj signifies the mind. Now what idea Mr. B* 
would attach to the immortal part of man, I know not. 
I presume however, that he would admit that if there is 
any part of man which survives the death of the body, it 
is Something which is capable of thought and perception. 
And what is this but the mind of man P I should be 
obliged to Mr. B. if he would inform me what idea he 
would attach to the immortal part of man, different from 
what he would attach to his mind. Admit then that 
xpvxfj frequently signifies the mind, as Mr. B. contends ; 
this is admitting all that we ask ; for we conceive that 
the mind is the very thing which outlives the body- 
Again, Mr. B. tells us that ipv^fj frequently signifies the 
person or individual. But this is no more to his purpose 
than the other. This is a common figure of speech, in 
which a part is put for the whole* In those passages* 
the whole man is expressed by a term which, strictly 
speaking, applies only to a part. But this language is 
founded upon the principle, that maii does possess a 
soul as well as a body, and that this soul is one essen- 
tial part of his nature. So instead of confuting, this use 
of the term i^v/??, goes directly to establish the idea for 
which we contend. 

But Mr. B. assures us that the word soul, {ipvxfj) gen- 
erally signifies animal life-* We readily admit that 
this term signifies animal life in some passages, ibut what 
has this to do with Matt x. 28 ? Let ui for a tebihent 
look at the passage. "Fear not them which kill thsbqdy, 
but are not able to kill the soul.'' L^t the tenir ^ul 
mean what it may, one tkiag is obvious, viz* ihai, it i$ 

• Reply, p. 117. 
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something which survives the body, and so is not depen- 
dent upon it for its existence. But can this be said of 
mere animal life ? By no means. Killing the body, is 
killing the life. By interpreting the term soul to signi- 
fy life, the whole force and consistency of the passage 
are lost On that interpretation the sentiment of the 
passage is, <<fear not them that kill the life, but cannot 
kill the life !" Mr. B. says, "this would indeed be an 
absurd consequence," but he contends that this is not a 
consequence drawn by himself.^ It is true that Mr. B. 
does not draw this inference, but he lays down the pre- 
mises from which this inference flows, and that necessa- 
rily. He says that the word souU in this passage, means 
animal life. Of this he is so very confident, that he 
ttiiuks he can convince every candid man that his state- 
ment is correctt Here then is one of the premises 
clearly laid down. The other is this ; — killing the body 
is killing animal life. This is a self-evident proposir 
tion. Animal life cannot exist without the existence of 
the t)ody, and the body cannot live without the exist- 
ence of animal life. To say that animal life can exist 
without the existence of that animal body, of which it is 
the life, is a plain contradiction. And it is equally con- 
tradictory to say that the body can live without the life 
which constitutes it a living body. So it is evident, 
even to demonstration, that killing the body is killing 
the life. Now on supposition that the term soul means 
animal life as he contends, the conclusion is fair and 
logical. Thus— 

The term soul signifies animal life : 

Animal life cannot exist without the existence of the 
animal body ; 

Therefore killing the body, ift killing the animal lifel 

Hence the sentiment of the passage, on his interpreta- 
tion, ttt fear not those who kill the life, but cannot kill 
the life. 

• Beplj^ p. 110. ^ ^^^^l^^• U«. 



LETTER VL £08 

This is a just coDsequence from Mr.B.'s ezpositioD of 
the passage, and it is not in his power to avoid it. In 
fact, he admits it true in one sense. He says, <<It is 
killing or destroying the life from this world." But he 
says, <^Men cannot kill the life, so as to prevent its rean- 
imating the body; but God can not only kill the body, 
but prevent its ever living again. God's power reaches 
to this ; for he is able to destroy the life, or in other 
words, never raise the person to life again."* Here Mr. 
B. acknowledges that killing the body is killing the 
life, as far as it relates to this world. But how is it 
with regard to the future ? He says, men cannot pre- 
vent the life's reanimating the body.' This is true, and 
it is equally true that they cannot prevent the body's 
being raised from the dead. Men can prevent the life's 
reanimating the body, as much as they can prevent the 
body's becoming the receptacle of the life. Their pow* 
er is equally limited with regard to both. When they 
kill the body therefore, they kill the life at the same 
time, and in precisely the same sense* If killing the one 
relates to this world, killing the other relates to this 
world also. But Mr. B. says that men cannot kill the 
life, so as to prevent its living again. The same may be 
said of the body. The scriptures declare that God will 
quicken our mortal bodies, m well as give us life. In 
fact, doing one is doing the other. So there is no way for 
Mr. B. to avoid this conclusion, which he himself ac- 
knowledges to be absurd. He admits that killing the 
body is killing the life, as far as it relates to this world, 
and we have seen that the same is true as it relates 
to the future. Hence he makes our Savior say, ''fear 
not them that kill the life, but cannot kill the life ; but 
rather fear him which is able to destroy both life and 
life in hell." 

But Mr. B.'8 zeal to pull down a future retribatioOf 

* loq. pp. S0&9 S06. 



so* LEtriiR VI. 

haft iritdltei] h2m itl another absordity. lit tlw^se passa- 
ges Mr. fi« dayft, itien are '^dissuaded froth iiiafear of 
ihdh, ahd the fe^f df Ood is strongly inculcated upon 
theih*^^ Bbt hdw i^ this fear iticuleatvd i Not bj what 
God diii db in thift Worid, fb^ Mr. fi. acknowled$;e8 that 
itien do as tnttch ad Odd db^i in this state, to excite fear, 
MeA can kiti the body, tihd killing the body is killing 
the life, aft fat* as it relat^ft to the present state. Now if 
to tett 6od rather than rhan is strongly inculcated^ God 
must do ftom^thftig more ihain to kill the body, and con* 
seqtiently the life, in the present world ; and what this 
something ift, Mr. B. has ihformed us. He says in lan- 
guage already cited, ''God is able to destroy the life, or 
in other nt^ords, never raise the person to life againJ^ 
riere Mr. B. admits that the passage applies to a future 
state. Men, he si^ys, cannot prevent the life's reanima- 
ting the body in a future world, though they can destroy 
both bbdy Itnd life in this, ^ut God can do more ; he 
can refrain from raising them from the dead. Now as 
Mr. B. will not pretend that the resufrrection of the body 
takes place in this world, do he is compelled to admit^ 
after alt his labor to the contrary, that the fear of God is 
*<strongly inculcated" by the consideration of what God 
can do in a future state. Mr. B. tells us again and 
again, that this passage applied to this world, and i» con-* 
fined to the destruction of Jerusalem. But after all 
this labor, he is consti^ained to acknowledge that the 
passage applies beyond the grave. 

1^11 1 after all Mr. B.'s labor to prbve that the term soul 
means animal life, he appears to give it all up, and con- 
cludes upon the whole that this term is used expletive ly, 
ai&d is' a '*mere ttebrew idiom.'^ ij saving this, he de- 
nies that the (erm soul means animal life, as has already 
been shown, and need not be repeated agam«- That Mr. 
B.does give up the idtea, that the soul means animal life, 

* Inq. p. 1^9. 
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and finallj espouse his first interpretatioo, that it is a 
Hebraism, may be seen bj his closing remarks upon 
these passages, both in the Inquiry and in the Reply.* 
Yes — before he leaves these passages, he brings up the 
interpretation he first gave, though this is in direct op- 
position to the ^rift of his labors upon the texts. — But 
Mr. B. tells us that the passage does not say that God 
will inflict such a punishment, but only that he is able to 
do it. This part of his interpretation corresponds with 
yours, and has already been examined. I will however 
offer one remark upon this statement of Mr. B.'s. He 
tells us repeatedly that this passage is parallel to Matt, 
xxiii. 33, and so applies to the destruction of Jerusalem. 
Now according to his representation, we must conclude 
that Jerusalem has not been taken, and never will be ; 
for he tells us, it is not said that God will do it, but only 
that he is able. As to. bis remarks that the terms kill 
and destroy may mean annihilationf I will only observe* 
that as he contends that this is not his opinion, and that 
annihilation does not follow on his interpretation of the 
passage, it does not follow on ours. 

I should not have detained you so long in remarking 
upon Mr. B. had not his Inquiry been esteemed by ma- 
ny almost as an oracle, and had he confined himself to 
any one interpretation. From what has been offered 
upon this passage, I trust it is apparent that the term 
soul signifies the immortal spirit ; something which men 
cannot affect, though they kill the body ; and that God is 
to be feared from the consideration that he is able to de- 
stroy, that is, afflict or punish the sinner after death. 
We have also seen that it must have been probable that 
such a punishment would be inflicted, otherwise we must 
charge the Son of God with duplicity; and this inter- 
pretation is confirmed by the Savior, who tells us ex- 
pressly, in the immediate connexion, that those who de- 
ny him, shall be denied in return. 

* iDq. p. 444. Reply, p. \1\, 
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Your AttentroQ » nttt re^Httd ^i^We ^e attettd to 
Luke xvi. 19 to $1 indcrftive. *''Fhei'e w&s'a c^rtaln'ttch 
man/wKich was d^tb^d in purple and fide linen, and 
fared 8umptuiOQs(j every day-: unttl thete Wats a certain 
beggar named Lazarus, 'Mrkidh was *laid it'hls'i^afe, full 
of sores/and desirtng'to'befkd wiih^ttifecHkiDba'VrKtch 
fell from 'the rich miln^s tfitile i Mtttfrkr tHe 'dd^ '^me 
< aiid I ioked ^lisi sores. AAd it* estate tor' iritis, Mt the'beg- 
gar iiiedyand was earHed bj tlfe iangelsihto Abnflihdiii's 
•bosom. The rich *man -also >died,>itid'#«s Wrieid ; ahd 
in hell he liftedup hfs'eyes, bt^ fn 'tdrWeMts, 'And 
«eeth Abi^abam afar off, vnd'LaiMirus'iniiis'bd^. And 
he erted, and'8livd,>Pather'Abrahatn,tiirfe'1hi^rcr]r \5n'ibe, 
ftodsend 'Lazarus, that lie mefj dip tUe'ti))'6f hisfib^r 
HI water,'atid 4ool inj'tongftfe^^fdcl am^tdViH^Udin this 
-fiame. ^BotAbraharm Mid, Son, i^iri<$Mi[$r'iKiLt'th^ in 
tbj lifetime vecieihf\ffdii 'thy ji;ofefl ^thinj^, tfk^d^ltkeVrrse 
Laearus evil tliinfp: '%ttt >dV)W IV^'is cbnif6rted, ttd 
thou art toi^m'ertted. And %esfdA \Bil 'this, bifttWfeen 
ttsand you there is a gfeWt gillph^fix^idjM^b 'that they 
which would pass froitoht^tx^'tb 'y^, ciiHndt*; 'neither 
can they 'pass to us, thalt Avotild '^ohie 'froTh thi^ce. 
Then h^ said,! pffty tlfe)e therl^fofe, JRiihe'r, th'at thoa 
woukle«t aeod him'tb'lhy ftther's-htidsie : fbrl'ha^ Bte 
brethren ; that^he tn^y'tttstify uhto tW'm, leit theyafto 
come itatb this pi^de'of tbrfiiclnt. Abflih'am saith onto 
^hitti, tliey hYtVe'MoiSes a(nO 't\tt proph'eUi let them hear 
-thiem. Ahtf he said, Nay,'fath'ek' Abhihaih, bat if one 
went mtb thein 'frokn the dead,'they will r^^eht. And 
h^ "said tfhto'him, If they hear nbt Mdsres and the pro- 
ph<its, neither will they be perbdadled, thbUgh one rose 
from the d)?ad." 

As detectitlg etfbr is fi'equently tiedbsstaVy to the dis- 
<50very of 'truth, wfe will, ih the^fii^t'p!acfe,'ef^mTi]fa your 
4iiterpretatidn iif thie pti'diAigie, and in 'ofc-der thei^to, we 
will notice several obsretVations 'wh'ldh IrtiVe blicfh knad^ 
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by. di^ffrei^tjafl^^^tfai foir. joiur . ezpositm^ W« ara 
«oitt?flin?^>li^ rtH «iUw* wc.adjnit^^t^^^ tm beitparable> 
we, iifpf^f; uDdfiratapi). the whoJe,,l»tcrally.— Bn4 every 
peno9h^^9.^8 \^t' »«ip^i^Ri«tiytaequaint«dwUh'laBg«ag;e» 
ro^tt >,W?r4Ji;at^i>,e*wy. ii^ral hMtpryytbtreia seme 
fi9K!^^^i^W»%^- I^l^tlentioii tOitUs^pl^iD'.priiiciple 
^M(I^(^<^ the r^PMirka; we.Arei now conaidering.' Mr. 
^*V^W*?d*Mr^ PjiclceriDg. ioforB(i«ua»' that on^the cero-. 
^9^ ^9t(^rpr^ta^n,,we. maat admit. tkat the rich mail' 
^^P^wM^^Mi,, a^fiit«fe>atatiBf.f(ir no .othei:.crim« than- 
6eV%9r,riE^ft- Ai^d Mr«,Pl addarthatthe^b^ggap.wml to 
hefYf^iO^Lybectui^.he.wag jioorrand/xtt <i/-'aore«r I 
ah^U dur^(;t my i remarks. OBithia aubjeot eatirely to -Mr^ 
P* partly /bojpausejthay.janejipt 80 pertinent on MnB^'s • 
ezppaiti^P,pf») the pi^aa^e^. andspaatlybeoaase-we* shall • 
exi^lpe M|(. .B^« ^xpQaUion^heFeaOefr^' Now did it not - 
oncfi.pc^^q^.to.Mo. Fahat».if there' was 4Ry (difficulty on 
thia.]8MJ[^ct,.he was invoLyed in \t^ as- much ^aa •others } 
On^his, jnter{>retation.heiadmit9i'thai4h« rich man expe^ 
rie|[iaf)4i4^ m^ntal.ujfiiitiion** And I will hefesiibmit • 
th€i..qiu«9tiion' to bim^ waa.thiS' for the- crima-of being 
richf /Fhebeggac,..he.admitBy' entered into the < jpys>of • 
the.gQspeJ/. Al^l.I iasbagain^' waa .this soleiy for being- 
poor. Mni full of sorest M^^ P^ must see . thai; the • 
abinrdityhe .W4)uld charge upon others,ift«quaUyeharge«> 
able upon himself. If God caa punish men in this worlds' 
whoiiaye oei^er committed any cnmea^he^ando the same 
in ihe.ltt^ure. TheprincipUj is the same in botb cases* 
and the, lotter.does.not i impeach -the* chMaotev -of ' Ood ^ 
any more «tbai|.tlMforfpar».> 

BiitdQeaMv«i*. ;belieivir.thfit the'riet^man^M- guilty 
of ^o.€Rim6.E cH» does.i^ot . Thou^be'Saysi-^^no- criox^ 
is specified Agi^tbim»l'4ie,^ontcods4hat the ^riebs^ 
repK^senta I J% Jefwiak natioui^ which ^fotrJur-mrng'^^sk* 



• BaMDur»t Refljr, p. 78j and f ii*tri%V S^ 
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rejected by Gknl* He admits that this paraVIe is paral- 
lel to the £5th of Matthew, where the Jews are repre- 
sentedy'as he contends, as being rejected for crimes, 
there enumerated ; and also parallel to the parable of 
the wheat and tares, where he admits that the tares are 
the children of the devil in character. He contends that 
the rich man received his punishment in the apostolic 
age, in which Christ came to reward men according to 
their dieds. In this manner he admits the rich man to 
be a sinner, though he is not charged with any crime in 
the passage in question. Now if Mr. P. will grant others 
the same liberty which he takes himself, they can easily 
free themselves from the absurdity which he would fix 
upon them. Relative to the point before us, I will ob- 
serve, that as sin and misery are always united, the ex- 
istence of the one, supposes the being of the other. Any 
passage of 8cri|>ture which informs us that any individu- 
al is a sinner, virtually tells us, that he is, or will be 
punished, though the passage itself may express nothing 
relative to punishment And so on the other hand, any 
passage which informs us, that an individual is punished, 
virtually informs us, that he has committed sin, though 
nothing of this is expressed in the passage. This is a 
principle which I am confident Mr. P. will admit, and 
this entirely does away the force of his statement on 
which we have been remarking. 

Mr. P. indulges himself a little farther, and gives us 
to understand, that if his representation of the passage 
be rejected, we must consider it all literal, and so admit 
the Chfi$tiah'8 heaven is the bosom of a man, &c. Now 
if Mr. P. designed this as a specimen of wit^ or a mera 
play upon words, we grant that it possesses some merit; 
bnt if he designed it as an argument of any weight, we 
must say that he has utterly failed of his object. Sup- 
pose we should apply the same rules of interpretation 
to Mr. P.^8 own language. Take for instance, not where 
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he is speaking in parables, but where he is describing vi- 
sible objects. Describing the face of the earth, he sajs, 
**The luxuriant vales, clad with a vernal carpet ; the nu- 
merous streamlets, pouring their willing tribute into the 
bosom of the deep," &c.* Here we might adopt Mr. P.'s 
principle of interpretation, and say that this must all be 
understood as a parable, jotherwise we must absurdly 
suppose that the valleys wear literal garments made of 
carpeting^ and that the streams are literal beings, pos- 
sessed o^free tvill, and from choice pay a literal tribute 
to the ocean, which receives it in her bosom.' What 
would Mr. P. say to such remarks upon his language ? 
He would undoubtedly say that they showed more of the 
wit than of the logician ; and this is precisely the cha- 
racter of his remarks now before us. 

Before attending to your exposition of the text, I wish 
to offer a few words upon the nature of parables, and 
the principle of expounding them. A parable is an in- 
vented story told in a literal form. They are designed 
to teach some important truth, and to enforce it more 
powerfully upon the mind. And though parables are 
only fictions, they are always founded upon some prin- 
ciple which is true. In this point of light, there is no 
difference between a parable and a literal history. 
Those who agree with you in opinieuy are very fond of 
calling the scripture now before us, a parable. But 
what of that P A parable is as true as any literal histo- 
ry. It matters not whether this scripture be a parable, 
or a literal history $ the doctrine it teaches, is precisely 
the same on either construction. An able writer justly 
observes, that if it be a literal history, it teaches what 
has taken |dace ; and if it be a parable, it teaches what 
majf take placet So far as it regards the doctrine taught, 
it Is of ne consequence whether it be a parable or not. 

* SemoD on iMte xiz. 38, p. 5. 
t See Dr. A. CJark, on the passage. 
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In order to a right understanding of the parables of our 
Lord, it is necessary t6 observe the purpose for which 
they were introduced^ The parables are generally in- 
troduced for one purpose only.tind ought to be interpre- 
ted as bearing upon that point in particular. Nothing is 
farther from the design of the parables of the New Tes- 
tament, than to have them interpreted in such a manner 
as to make every sentence and word teach some impor- 
tant doctrine— rsome separate truth. For instance ; in 
the parable of the lost sheep, there is no particular idea 
conveyed by the number, an hundred ; any other num- 
bjer would have answered the same purpose. Accord- 
ingly we find in the very next parable, spoken for the 
very same purpose, that our Savior uses the number ten. 
**0r, what woman having ten pieces of silver.'^ So in 
the parable of the prodigal son, where the father saidi 
"Bring forth the best robe, and put It on him ; and put a 
ring upon his hand, and shoes upon his feet; and bring 
hither the fatted calf, and kill it ;"— we are not to sup- 
pose that the robe, ring, shoes, and calf teach any sepa- 
rate truths, or are designed to represent any distinct 
points of doctrine. The whole sentence quoted only 
goes to show that the father received him joyfully, and 
treated him kindly. Any person who attempts to inter- 
pret the parables in such a manner^ as ta make every 
expression teach some distinct truth> may show his in- 
genuity, but he does it at the expense of the more valua- 
ble properties of his mind. There are always some 
leading points in every parable, and tp these all the or- 
namental parts ought to be kept in subserviency. 

We will now give a brief view of your interpretation 
of the passage, and compare its several parts together, 
and the whole with the scriptures. Your views appear 
to be these— 1. The rich man represents the high priest 
under the law. The death of the rich(||gAn is the close 
of the law dispensation; and Uva burial rei^resents the 
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high priest "closed up in his earthly character ami na- 
ture." The rich man's torment after his death, repre- 
sents the state of misery into which the Jews went after 
the destruction of their cit,j and temple. And the great 
gulf signifies the purpose of God. 2, The beggar repic- 
sents the Gentiles, and his death, the conversion of the 
Gentiles to Christianity. Abraham's bosom represents 
the faith of Abraham^ or the gospel.* 

These appear to be the leading features of your in- 
terpretation. I have not mentioned every particular 
contained in your Notes, because they have no direct 
bearing upon our subject. We will now consider the 
particulars we have transcribed. — 1. You say the rich 
roan represents the high priest under the law. But 
what evidence do you produce in proof of this ? Nor 
thing but the following ; — <*The rich man's clothing was 
purple and fine linen, a garment which Moses wfts com- 
manded to put upon Aaron, the first high priest." But 
is it certain that one person is designed to represent 
another, because two articles of their clothing happen to 
be of the same kind or color ? Would any jury convict a 
prisoner arraigned for murder, when they had no evi- 
dence that he was the murderer, only that one article of 
his clothing was of the same general kind, and the other 
of the same general color, as that worn by the perpetra- 
tor of the horrid act ; especially when this clothing was 
in general use among certain classes of men ? They 
would not; they would consider it no evidence at all. 
Now this is a just representation of the argument before 
us. The hij^h priest was not the only person who wore 
purple and fine linen. We are told on sacred authority, 
that Mordecai wore not only purple and^ne linen^ but 
also gold and blue — two other ingredients in the dress 
of Aaron.* Here is a much greater resemblance be- 
twc€JL Mordecai and the high priest, than there is be- 

• Jfotes 01^ tjje Parables, pp. 248—277. t Eat* \lvu \^* 
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tween the rich man and th& high priest. Their gar- 
meiits corresponded, not in two particulars only, but in 
f6ur. But no person was ever led by this coincidence to 
conclude that Mordecai was the high priest, or a repre- 
sentation of him. Now we have just as much proof that 
the rich man represented Mordecai, as you have that he 
represented the high priest The woman seen in John's 
vision, was clothed in purple.* It is also said of Baby- 
lon, that she «wa8 clothed in fine linen and purple, and 
scarlet, and decked with gold, and precious stones, and 
pearls.''! Here is a description which would corres- 
pond vastly better with the garments of the high priest, 
than that given of the rich man in the passage before us. 
But who ever considered Babylon a figure of the high 
priest? Once more; the prophet represents the city of 
Tyrus as clothed in purple and Jlne linen,t The city is 
here put for the people; hence it is evident that purp/e 
and^ne linen was a common dress among them. Now 
what authority have you to say that the rich man, clo- 
thed in purple find fine linen, alluded to the high priest 
under the law, when this dress was generally worn by 
the wealthy ? There is not, in fact, one particle of proof 
that our Savior alluded to the high priest. Thi^ part of 
your interpretation, therefore, is entirely destitute df 
support. 

Next comes the death of the rich man. You say, '*By 
the death of the rich man, I understand the close of that 
dispensation which gave him all the preeminence, which 
he enjoyed above the beggar under the law." Here you 
virtually abandon your first representation, and intro- 
duce another. The rich man you first made to represent 
the high priest ; but the death of the rich man you make 
represent not the death of the high priest, but the close, 
or death of the law dispensation ! But what evidence do 
you give of the truth of this? Nothing but y^ur bare 

* Rev. xvii. 4. t Rev. xviii. 16. ^ Ezek. xzvii. 7. 
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Issertion, aad as such I leave it. Bat the most marvel- 
lous of all, is that of his buriaL What does the burial 
of the rich man represent? You answer, "the high 
priest closed up in his earthly character and nature.'* 
Closed up in his earthly character and nature ! What 
idea jou mean to convey by this phrase, I am at a loss 
to determine. But as you elsewhere explain the "earth- 
ly nature," to signify the body, I conclude that this must 
be your meaning. The high priest closed up in his 
body ! And what person is not closed up in his body ? 
But does this constitute a burial ? A person must be 
inclined to mysticism, to give countenance to such a 
wild interpretation. As to your statement, that the 
great ^u// signifies the purpose of God, — since you offer 
nothing in support of it, I shall leave it without remark* 
2. You say, "the Gentiles are signified by the beggar." 
But here again you bring no proof. The Gentiles are 
not even mentioned in the passage or context. Again 
you say, "By the death of the beggar 1 understand the 
conversion of the Gentiles to Christianity." This is a 
singular death indeed. And what makes the absurdity. 
still greater, you explain the two deaths differently ; the 
one is the close of the law dispensation, the other is the 
conversion of the Gentiles to the gospel. But it has the 
same support as the rest of your interpretation. 

Upon your explanation of this scripture, I cannot help 
remarking, that it' is far-fetclied and unnatural ; and is 
too mysterious for common people, for whom as well as 
others, the scriptures are designed. Your interpretation 
is so far from the literal language of the passage, that I 
presume not one in a thousand would ever have hit upon 
it. And I cannot believe that God would give us a reve- 
lation, which would deceive so large a portion of his 
creatures. You apply this passage in your Notes to the 
day of Pentecost.* . This you say was undoubtedly the 

* Notes on the Parables, pp. 164, 155, 170. 
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time in which the passage had its fulfilment* But as 
confident as you were at the time jou published jour 
"Notes on the Parables," you are now equally confident 
that you were then mistaken in the application of this, 
and many other passages. All those passages which 
you then applied to the day of Pentecost, you now apply 
to the "destruction of Jerusalem." The destruction of 
Jerusalem appears to be the key, with you and those of 
your sentiment, by which to unlock almost the whole 
Bible. Take a person who never saw the New Testa- 
ment, and was totally ignorant of the doctrines it taught* 
and let him read what you^ and those of your sentiment, 
have published within a few years, and he would be led 
to conclude, that the destruction of Jerusalem was the 
sole object embraced in the New Testament Here, he 
would conclude, was the grand centre, where every de- 
nunciation of wrath met ; and upon the poor Jews everj 
threatening in the New Testament was inflicted. He 
would also be led to believe that the dispensation of re- 
wards and punishments began and ended with the siege 
of that devoted city. This is the impression which your 
writings are calculated to make. 

We will now compare the different parts of your in- 
terpretation together. The rich man, who died, and 
went to a place of torment, you say, represents the high 
priest under the law. And from many things contained 
in your illustration, it seems that you put the high priest 
for the whole Jewish nation, which did not embrace the 
gospel. Your words are these ; — "The miserable state 
of moral darkness and death, into which the order of 
high priests under the law, and those of the house of Is- 
rael, who adhered to those blind guides, were cast, will 
be shown, as is represented under the similitude of a 
rich man, his deaths and his circumstances after, as sta- 
ted in the last paragraph of this chapter."* By this 

* Parablea, p, 253' 
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quotation it appears that the rich man, on your inter- 
pretation, represents not only the high priest, but also 
that part of the Jewish nation, which rejected the gospel. 
That this is jour nneaning, is further evident from what 
you say on pages 261, ^62, You say, "Jeremiah dea- 
cribes the wickedness of the priests, prophets, and peo* 
pie, as follows." You then quote a passage which treats 
of the wickedness of the people, together with the 
priests ; you then add, "Here is the rich man who was 
clothed in purple and fine linen — on whom our Savior 
pronounced the greater damnation." Here you admit 
that the rich man represented the people, as well as the 
priests. You say, the Savior pronounced the greater 
damnation upon the rich man ; but you tell us that this 
greater damnation was threatened upon the Jews, or 
"Jewish church," aS you call it in the connexion. That 
this is no misrepresentation of your views, is evident from 
what you say elsewhere.^ <^By the rich man the high 
priest might be particularly intended, as a representa- 
tive of ihe^Jews in generaV^ 

From these passages it appears that by the high priest, 
you mean all the Jews who rejected the gospel. Now 
let us look at the consistency of your interpretation. 
You have already declared that the high priest, and all 
the rebellious Jews are represented by the rich man. 
This rich man dies, and gys to a place of torment. This 
you say represents the state of darkness into which the 
rebellious Jews were cast at the close of their dispensa- 
tion. But does this statement compare with the lan- 
guage of the passage ? No ; for when the rich man and 
consequently all the Jews, were in hell, they had bre- 
thren without, who were^v« times as numerous as them- 
selves ! Your explanation, therefore, involves the 
grossest absurdity. It supposes that all were In hell, 
and at the same time, l^at jfive sixths of them were out. 

* SermQii on the passage. 
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But perhaps you will say that this is a misrepresenta- 
tion of your views; for you have said in your Notes, "By 
the rich man's five brethren is meant that part of the 
house of Israel, which rejected the Savior." I readily 
admit that you have made this statement in your Notes- 
But this is only contradicting the other part of your ex- 
planation. This contradiction is not only once stated, 
but it seems to be a labored contradiction. In the 7th 
section of your Notes, you contend that "the Jews' vfh(f 
rejected the Savior," were in hell with the rich man, 
and there confined by the purpose of God, which is re- 
presented by the great gulf . You further say in this 
section, "By those who aqe in Abrahani's bosom, desiring 
to go to the rich man, I understand the desire of the 
Gentile believers of going to the apostate Jews with the 
gospel which they reject." Here you expressly say^ 
tiiat desiring to go to the rich man, is desiring to go to 
the apostate Jews. By this you admit that the apostate 
Jews were represented by the rich man, and of course 
were in hell. This is clearly taught in the ^ilection. 
But in the 8th section you maintain the contrary, that 
these apostate Jews were not in hell. You tell us that 
they were the^v« brethren for whom the rich man pray- 
ed, that they might not come to that place of torment 
Thus we see that your interpretation is at war with it- 
self. What you say in one Section, you contradict in 
another. Here you say that the rebellious Jews are all 
in hell; and there, that the greater part of them are out 
of hell ! Here is a plain and labored contradiction, and 
it is out of your power to reconcile the different parts 
of your explanation. Explain it either way, and the 
same contradiction exists, and equal difiiculties present 
themselves. If you say the Jews were all in hell, you 
not only contradict your own positive statement, but you 
involve the absurdity, that when all are in hell, five 
sixths rtf them are out I If you say that the high priest 
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only was in hell, and the rebellious Jews were the five 
brethren who were out of hell, you not only contradict 
what you have before stated, but you contradict plain 
matters of fact. This interpretation supposes that the 
high priest was in hell, long before the rest of the Jew- 
ish nation. But Ais is contrary to facts. For history 
teaches us that the high priest and the Jewish people fell 
into the same state of trouble, at one and the same time ; 
and in fact, this is the representation which you yourself 
generally give of the subject 

But your exposition is contrary to fact in another 
point of view. You make the high priest pray that the 
Gentiles m^tybe sent to his brethren, the Jews, with the 
gospely and that the Jews may embrace it But nothing 
canbe fturtherfrom the truth. The Jewish authority 
crucified the Saviori and persecuted the apostles, and 
have ever entertained a deadly hostility to the gospel, 
and ta the Gentiles ; and to say that the high priest ear- 
nestly desired that God would seud the Gentiles to the 
Jews with the gospel, is not only to speak without au- 
thority, but in direct opposition to matters of fact. As 
on your own interpretation, the rich man represents the 
whole Jewish nation who rejected Christ, and as facts 
constrain us to say that the people and high priest were 
all involved in one common ruin at the same time ; it 
follows on your interpretation, that the whole Jewish na- 
tion are desirous of having the Gentiles come to them 
with the gospel. But does fact accord with this repre- 
sentation ? You yourself will not pretend it — Thus we 
see that your interpretation is assumed without one par- 
ticle of proof; that it is absurd and contradictory in it- 
self; and is in direct opposition to acknowledged facts. 

I will now give what I conceive to be the true mean- 
ing of the passage. The parables of our Lord were fre- 
quently spoken to expose the corruption of his enemies. 
In the 13th verse of this chapter, our Savior says to his 
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followers, "No man can serve two masters; for either he 
will hate the one and love the other, or else he will hold 
to the one, and despise the other : je cannot serve God 
and mammon.'^ Here the divine Teacher reproved 
those who trusted in riches. The word mammon signi- 
fies riches, or the g9d of riches.* &o when our Lord 
said, "je cannot serve God and mammon/' he virtually 
said, that those who trusted in ricdes, could not be his 
true and faithful followers. This was a cutting reproof 
to the Pharisees, who were rich, and took pri<Ie in cost- 
ly apparel. This rebuke the Pharisees sensibly felt; for 
the evangelist says, verses 14th and 15th, <*And the 
Pharisees also, who were covetous, heard all these things, 
and they derided him. And he said unto them, ye are 
they which justify yourselves before men; but G^d 
knoweth your hearts"; for that which is highly esteemed 
^mong men, is abomination in the sight of God." By 
this passage we learn the character of those Pharisees 
to whom our Lord addressed himself; they were "cove- 
tous ;^^ they placed their affections upon the wealth and 
grandeur ofthi« world ; and consequently they were 
wounded, and derided him, when he told them, that they 
could not serve the true Go<l, and the god of wealth. 
In reply to their derision, Jesus told them that God 
knew their hearts, and judged very different from men. 
And then to inform them what the judgment of God 
would be, and to show them their own characters, and 
the vanity of that wealth and grandeur in which they 

* The learoed Mr. Fariuer fells us that Mamaiop wa» tlic Pa- 
gan god of wealth. Referring to the text, ^*Ye cannot serve God 
and oiaujmon,^^ he says, 'M acknowledge that Mammon may s'igr 
nifj indifferently, either riches or the god of riches, just as Ceres 
denotes corn^ or the goddess of corn ; but Mammon being u$ied 
here in opposition to the true God, there must be a reference to 
this false god ; and he is put for those riches over which he is 
thought to preside." 

See Farmer^s E^say on the Demoniacs of the New Testament, 
p. 199. 
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trusted, Jesus related the account of the rich man and 
Lazarus, which we need^ot transcribe. 

In the rich man, our Savior represented the character 
of these rich and haughty Pharisees, and in the beggar, 
the character of many of the poor, whom thej despised. 
And then to illustrate and confirm what he had already 
stated, viz. that God knew their hearts, and regarded 
that as an abomination, which men esteemed honorable, 
he informed them that the rich man died, and went to a 
place of misery, while the poor beggar entered into a 
state of happiness after death. It is not my design to 
illustrate every part of this parable, but only to attend to 
that part which bears upon the point at issue. And I 
regard this passage as teaching a future retribution. 
The death here spoken of, I conceive to be temporal 
death. This is the most natural and easy construction. 
It is that which most readily presents itself in reading 
this passage. Several things appear in the passage itself, 
which show the death spoken of to be literal. 1. It is 
said that the rich man died, and in hell^ he was in tor- 
ment. The term, ddrjg, here rendered hell, is defined by 
all critics of note, to signify, the place or state of the 
literally dead ; or place of departed spirits. It corres- 
ponds with the Hebrew word, h)m, in signification. 
These terms occur seventy-five times in the scriptures ; 
and it is not pretended by any writer that I have ever 
seen, that those terms are ever used as applying to this 
state of existence, if we eicept two- or three disputed 
texts. From this circumstance^, it is natural to conclude 
that the term, dSrjs, in this passage signifies the place of 
the literally dead. 9,. The situation of the rich man and 
Lazarus, when the former W4is in misery, and the latter 
in happiness, is contrasted with tlieir life time. <^Thou 
in i}^j life-time reeeivedst thy gck)d things, and likewise 
Lazarus evil things ; but now be is comforted, and thou 
art tormented.'' Here we Icaca lYi^A. ftv^ fv^\ftasi «v- 



ago LETTER VI. 

perienced this misery after his tife-time had closed, that 
is, after he had closed his temporal existence. 3. The 
rich man desired that one might be sent to his brethren 
from the dead, that is, from the state in which Lazarus 
was at that time. But Abraham says in reply. If they 
hear not Moses and the prophets, neither would they be 
persuaded though one rose from the dead. Thus we 
learn that the death here mentioned is literal ; it is a 
death which introduces a person into hades, the place of 
the temporally dead ; it is a death which closes their 
life-time here on earth ; it is a death from which men 
literally arise. 

The passage then teaches a retribution beyond this 
world. Yes — after this life is closed, and men pass into 
hades, the place of the literally dead, then some will be 
tormented. And as I before observed, it matters not 
whether this portion of scripture be understood as a|ia- 
Table, or a piece of literal history. The doctrine it tea- 
ches is the same in both cases. If it be a real history, 
it informs us that a certain rich man, like the wealthy 
and self-righteous Pharisees in character, died and en- 
tered into a state of punishment, and so gives us reason 
to believe that this will be their fate. And if it be a 
parable, it teaches us what will take place ; that these 
Pharisees will experience misery after their l^-time is 
ended, and they are gone to the regions of the dead. 

Before we dismiss this passage, we will notice the in- 
terpretation which Mr. Balfour gives of this portion of 
scripture. In the first place Mr. B. insinuates, that if 
the rich man is a supposed person, the torment must be a 
parabolic torment I* It is really a matter of astonish- 
ment, that a gentleman of Mr. B.'s parts, should be so 
far biassed by system as to offer such a remark. Fara- 
bolic torment I What possible idea can any person at- 
tach to such an expression ? Torment must be real; or 

* ln<v ip. 4S. 
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it is DO torment at all. If misery arises from imaginarj 
objects, the misery is as real and literal, as though it 
-arose from any other source. And to speak of figura- 
tive^ or parabolic torment, is to use words without any 
signification. 

But let us«ee what Mr. fi. says further upon this sub- 
ject. "If," says he, "people will interpret a part of this 
parable literally, to suit their own religiou9^>pinions, we 
insist that they go through with a literal interpretation 
of the whole of it. If it is maintained that hades was to 
this man a place of torment, they must allow that literal 
fire was the cause of it. They jnust also admit, that his 
body was tormented in hades, [t roust also be granted, 
that while tormented in the flames of hades, he could 
see, and hear, and hold conversation with Abraham, &c. 
fiut in these, and other things, the literal sense is aban- 
doned, and the part only which speaks of his torment, is 
literally interpreted. But we have a right to ask why 
this is done. Who gave any man the privilege to cull 
out a circumstance from this parable, and consider it a 
literal fact, and view all the other parts as mere fiction^ 
to fill up the body of the parable ? Why fix upon the 
torment rather than other things in this parable, and give 
italit'efal construction? The reason of this I think is 
obvious. This part of the parable, so interpreted, does 
v«ry well to support the popular idea, that the wicked 
go to hell at death, and are tormented in this place. 
But every c&ndid man must allow that this is a very 
stirajige and arbitrary mode of interpreting parables ; 
fea, any part of the Bible. Give me leave thus to in- 
terpret the Bible, and I pledge myself to prove almost 
my thing from it."* 

In tbis passage Mr. B. manifests great disapprobation 
>f those who interpret a part of this scripture literally, 
ind a part figuratively. He pronounces this method of 

• Inq. pp. 46, 47. 
20 
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interpreting scripture, strange and arbitrary^ suggests 
that it IS done only to support a preconceived opinion, 
and pledges himself to prove almost any thing by such a 
method of interpretation. But what is the method he 
has adopted relative to the interpretation of this scrip- 
ture ? Why, he considers the 31st verse — ^"'If they hear 
not Moses and the prophets, neither would they be per- 
suaded, though onje rose from the dead," to teach the 
whole doctrine of the passage.* Yes-— after disapprov- 
ing of others fo/ interpreting a part literally, and a part 
otherwise, he proceeds within two pages to practise the 
same himself. To practise the same^ did I say ? He 
goes vastly beyond them all ; he interprets a portion of 
scripture consisting of twelve verses, in such a manner 
that eleven of these verses mean nothing at all ! One 
verse only, according to Mr. B. contains all the senti- 
ment of the passage, the other eleven being mere cy- 
phers ! Thus in direct opposition to reason, common 
sense, and to the rules of interpretation, which he him- 
self has laid down, Mr. B. considers one verse only as 
being true, and throws the other eleven entirely away ! 
This violation of all just rules of interpretation, this 
gross inconsistency inclines us to believe of him, what 
he ascribes to others, viz. that his reason has run fnad,i 
Mr. B. tells us that our Savior related the account of 
the rich man, only for the sake of saying, "IT they hear 
not Moses and the prophets, neither would they be per- 
suaded though one rose from the dead." But of this 
there is not one particle of proof. Besides, could not our 
Savior utter the sentiment of the 31st verse, without 
giving a preamble of eleven verses— -a preamble not 
bearing at ail upon the point, but teaching a doctrine 
diametrically opposite to truth P If Jesus instructed 
his followers in this manner, he hardly deserves the 

• Inq. p. 49. t fnq, p. 40. 
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appellation o( "the light of the worW^ Mr. B.'8 expo- 
sition of this passage is arbitrary in the extreme. I will 
here ask in his own language already cited, "Why ix 
upon the 31st verse rather than others in the parable, 
and give it a literal interpretation ?" This question is 
happily answered by himself. <^Tht reason of this I 
think is obvious. This part of the parable, so interpret- 
ed, does very well to support the popular idea, that there 
will bt no misery after death. But every candid naa 
must allow that this is a very strange and arbitrary mode 
of interpreting parables ; yea, any part of the Bible. 
Oive me leave thus to interpret the Bible, and I pledge 
myself to prove almost.any thing from it" 

But after all, Mr. B.'s interpretation of the passage 
favors the doctrine of a future retribution* He admits 
that the language of the passage teaches a punishment 
beyond death.* This he admits by saying that Christ 
did not give this as his own sentiment, but spoke in ac- 
commodation to opinions of those who believed in a re- 
tribution beyond death.* Since it is acknowledged that 
the language of the passage teaches a future retribution* 
ft follows that this sentiment is the truth, unless we ad- 
mit that Jesus intended to confirm the Jews in their er- 
rors, which would be totally unworthy of any instructor, 
especially of an Instructor sent from heaven. 

Another passage to our purpose, is 1 Petiii. 18, 19, 
20. '^For Christ also hath once suffered for sin% tke 
just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God, being 
put to death in the flesh, but quickened by the Spirit; 
by which also he went and preached unto the spirits in 
prison ; which sometime were disobedient, when once 
the long-suffering of God waited in the days of Noah, 
while the ark was a preparing, wherein few, that is, eight 
souls, were saved by water."— 

In remarking upon this portion of scripture, we will 

• Joq. pp. 49, 51, 5%» 
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adopt jour own language upon the same passage, which 
of course cannot be objectionable to you.* "As long as 
Dien are disposed to learn the scriptures how to talk^ be- 
fore they are willing to be taught by them, the seriptures 
will be forced to speak as many different languages, as 
were spoken at the building of Babel, and with as much 
codfttsion. But our duty is plain, and as easy as it is 
plain. It is only to let tli^ scripture speak its own mosi 
mUural language, connecting fb€ divine testimony, and 
permitting one part to explain to us what may appear 
enigmatical in another. It may be proper; ia the first 
place, to careftUly examine the passage in Peter with a 
view to see what it aays; and in the second place it may 
be proper to allow that the passage says what it really 
means; and then to illustrate the text by the adsistaneB 
of other passages. The text says, 1st, That Christ has 
once suffered for sins. £d. That he, being just, suffered 
for the benefit of the unjust. Sd. That the benefit wliich 
was designed to result to us, as the unjust, from the 
sufferingsofChrist, is, oar being brought to God. 4th. 
Christ being put to death in the flesh, was his suffering 
for tin, and his being quickened by the Spirit, enables 
him to bring us to God. 5th. Christ having been put to 
death in the flesh, and quickened by the spirit, by which 
he had power to bring sinners to God, he went and prea- 
ched to the spirits in prison, &, These spirits inprison^Xo 
whom Christ preached, were disobedient whin the long" 
suffering of God waited in tiie days of JVooA. Vth. 
The preaching to those spirits in prison, was performed 
by Christ, after he was p^it to d«ath in the flesh, and 
quickened' by the Spirit. The foregoing seven particu- 
lars are as plainly expressed in this text, as we could 
reasonably expect they might be in so few words, nor 
does it appear that there are any words, wanting to carry 
those ideas with plainness to the mind. In this subject, 

f Gospel Visitant, Vol, V pi?. %%Qy ^21, 4c. 
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there is not the least ambiguittft nor is tliere any other 
difficulty than that it is as plain and direct a contradic- 
tion of the commonly received opinion, as can possibly 
be stated. It may be proper by way of indulgence, to 
ask which appears most warrantable, either to allow this 
subject to stand exactly as the scriptures above quoted* 
state it, or to contradict those scriptures without any 
authority from scripture for so doing !" 

Here you interpret the passage to signify, that ChriU 
after his death, went and preached the gospel to the ante- 
diluvians who were then in prison. This interpretation 
you say, is so cUarly expressed, that no words are want- 
ing to carry it with plainness to the mind. To advance 
any other interpretation, is, in your opinion, to deviate 
from the most natural language of scripture; nay, it is 
contradicting the scriptures, and learning the scriptures 
how to talk^ rather than being taught by them. But 
notwithstanding you speak so positively on this subject* 
and feel so fully satisfied with this interpretation, we 
find you on another occasion, giving am exposition en- 
tirely difierent. Before noticing that interpretation, I 
will just observe, that a gentleman of your discernment 
would not have expressed himself with so much confi- 
dence, as you have done in the interpretation already 
stated, h^d not the passage been exceedingly clear. You 
iiiust therefore acknowledge, that you were hasty and 
inconsiderate in giving your first interpretation with so 
much confidence, or that you were unauthorized in 
deviating from it. 

Your second exposition of the passage is expressed in 
these w^rds — ''The particular subject to which the apos- 
tle alluded, when he spake of Christ's preaching to the 
spirits in prison, in consequence o^ being put to death 
in the flesh, and being quickened by the spirit, is thought 
to be this, viz. he went and preached to the QentileM \ahA 
wre dead in trespasses and sins« and of a c>iaTac.UT \\vkv 

20« 



g26 LETTER VI; 

lar to those abomituible people who were destroyed by the 
flood.^^* It would appear bj this expositioD, to use 
jour own language in jour first piece, th^t instead of 
being willing to be taught by the scriptures, jou were 
disposed to learn the scriptures how to talk ; for this 
interpretation contradicts the apostle in almost everj 
particular. Let us for a rooment compare jour inter- 
pretation of the passage, with the passage itself* The 
apostle sajs that Christ preachcjd to the spirits in prison ; 
but JOU saj, it was the apostles who preached. Peter 
sajs, that the preaching was to the spirits in prison ; 
but JOU saj it was to men in the flesh. Peter tells us 
that the disobedience was in the days of J^Toah; but jou 
contradict this, and saj it was in the days of the apostles. 
Peter informs us that the preaching was to those who 
were disobedient in the dajs of Noah y but jou express- 
Ij contradict this, and saj it was not to them, but to 
people who lived more than two thousand jears after the 
flood ! Thus it wilt be seen that jour exposition of the 
passage expresslj contradicts the language of the apos- 
tle in ulmost everj particular. Search the whole field of 
theological controversj, and no instance can be found 
of a more glaring violation of all just rules of interpre- 
tation, and express contradiction of the language of a 
passage, than the exposition now before us exhibits. And 
if St. Peter could not express the sentiment, that the 
apostles preached (o the Gentiles, in an j plainer language 
than to saj, that/'Christ went and preached to the spirits 
in prison, which sometime were disobedient, when once 
the long-sufiering of God waited in the dajs of Noah, 
while the ark was preparing," I shall despair of ever 
learning his meaning. 

Everj person who pajs anj attention to the language 
of the passage, must learn this sentiment, that Christ, 
after his crucifixion, went and preached to the spirits of 

• Goipel Visitant, Vol. \\\. p. ^X». 
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those who were disobedient in Noah's day ; and no one, 
I am persuaded, would ever have thought of anj other 
interpretation, were it not to favor a preconceived opin- 
ion. Antl the interpretation we have given of the pas- 
sage, is confirmed bj what the apostle savs in the next 
chapter. "For, far this cause was the gospel preached 
also to them that are dead, tliat thej might be judged 
according to men in the flesh, but live according to God 
in the ipirit." Chap. iv. verse 6. Here it is asserte<l 
that the gospel was preached to the dead. Though you 
assert; that the term dead, is used figuratively, to denote 
the dead in sin, still I think it is obvious from the pas- 
sage and context, that it signifies the literally dead. 
The dead here are placed in opposition to the quick. 
The apostle says in the preceding verse, that Christ 
wiH j«jdge "the quick an«l the dead^^ The quick, signi- 
fies those who are literally alive. Tl)us we find that the 
resurrection of Christ t6 literal life is in the passage in 
question, expressed by saying, he was quickened. You 
say yourself, "I understan I that by being quickened by 
the spirit, is meant his resurrt»ctiMn."* Now if to be 
quickened, signifies to be raised to /i/>, then the quick 
must signify those who are literally alive, in opposition 
to those who are literally dead. Thus we see that by the 
quick and dead, is meant the living and the dead literal- 
ly. Aad in the very next verse the apostle says, the 
gospel was preached to the d^ad. Now according to all 
just rules of interpretation, we ought to understand the 
word dead, in the 6th verse, in the same sense in which 
it is used in the context ; which is to denote the tempo- 
rally dead. 

And this interpretation is confirmed by the passage it- 
gelf. "For this cause was the gospel preached al^o to 
the dead." The term also denotes something in addi^ 
tion. But there is no propriety in sayiog that the gos- 

♦ Gob. Fiflitant, Vol. 111. p. 276. 



2iS LETTER VI. 

pel was preached also to those who are dead in sin, 
because those are the characters to which the gospel is 
generally preached. It would be absurd to saj that the 
gospel is preached also to those to whom it is always or 
even generally preached, fiut understand the term 
dead in the sense for which we contend, and this difficul- 
ty is entirely avoided. Again ; it is obvious that the 
word dead is to be understood literally, from the con- 
cluding part of the passage. The apostle says that the 
gospel was preached also to the dead, *Hhat they might 
be judged according to men in thejlesht but live accord- 
ing to God in the spirit" Here we see that the gospel 
was preached to the dead, that they might be judged 
according to men in the flesh. This implies that they 
were not in the flesh ; for it would be grossly absurd to 
say, that the gospel wan preached to men in the flesh, 
that they might be judged like men in the flesh. You 
acknowledge the force of this remark, and consequently 
attempt to show that the word flesh signifies the law.* 
But this construction is unnatural and arbitrary. Let 
us look at the context with a view to learn the meanmg 
of the iftrxwy flesh. Verse Ist, "Forasmuch then as Christ 
hath suffered for us in the^?s^, arm yourselves likewise 
with the same mind ; for he that hath suffered in the 
flesh hath ceased from sin.'' Here the word flesh oc- 
curs twice, once it is applied to Christ, and once to men. 
But what does the word flesh signify when applied to 
Christ ? ^'Christ hath suffered for us in the /IfsA," says 
the passage. But did Christ suffer for us in the law? 
You will. not pretend this. You will readily admit that 
Christ was put to death in this world ; that he suffered 
while in the literal body. Thus the apostle says in the 
parallel passage, "being put to death in the flesh.'' Here 
then we learn that the word flesh was used literally as 
applied to Christ. But what does it mean in the other 

• Ota. Viiitant, V^. \\\. x[* ^^* 
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instance, where it is applied to men ? The apostle says, 
"He that hath suffered in thejlesh, hath ceased from sin, 
that he no longer should live the rest of his time in the 
flesh, to the lusts of men, but to the will of God." Will 
you pretend that the term flesh here signifies the law ? 
Will you ass^t that men are slain by the power of the 
gospel, that tbey may live to God under the law of Mo- 
ses f I know that you will pretend that the-gospei was 
preached, that men might still remain under the laww 
Thas H cleftfly- aj^pearg that the apostle in this chapter 
uses tl\e word flesh, literally, and hence the clause, '"ac- 
cording to men in the flesh," signifies, according to men 
in this state of existence, or men who still inhabit a lite- 
ral body. 

Now St. Peter says^ that the gospel was preached to 
the dead, that they might be judged according to men 
in the flesh, that is, according to men here on earth. And 
this implies that they were not in the flesh, but that they 
had departed this life. Thus does the apostle in this 
chapter teax^h us that the gospel was preached to those 
who were literally dead. This then goes directly- to 
confirm the account given in the preceding chapter of 
Ghrist's preaching to the spirits in prison. Thus doe» 
the apostle Feter teach us in the plainest manner, that 
Jesus Christ, after his crucifixion, went and preached to 
those who ha^l long before closed their eyes on temporal 
objercts. That Christ visited the regions of the dead, 
or the place of departed spirits is taught, not only in the 
passages we have noticed, but also in several others. St. 
Paul speaking of the ascension of Christ, says, '<Now 
that he ascended, what is it but that he also descended 
first into the lower parts of the earth ? He that descend- 
ed is the same also that ascended up far above all hea- 
vens, that he might fill all things."* In the figurative 
language of scripture, a place of happiness is generally 
represented as above, and a place of misery as beneath. 

• Eph. iv. 9, 10. 



830 BETTER VI. 

Now this passage expressly declares that Christ, before 
he ascended into heaven, descended into the lower parts 
of the earth. This capnot be interpreted of his burial ; 
for no person will pretend, that Christ's grave, or sepul- 
chre, extended to the lower parts of the earth. It if 
asserted as clearly in this passage that Christ descended 
Into the lower parts of the earth, as it is that he ascend- 
ed into heaven. So in the passage in Peter, it 19 at 
clearly asserted that Christ went to the spirits inprison^ 
as it is in the same chapter, that he went into heaven ; 
and there is no more propriety in explaining away one 
than jjie other. 

That Christ does possess all, the dead as well as the 
living, is told us by St. Paul.* <<For none of us liveth 
to himself, and no man dieth to himself. For whether 
we live, we live unto the Lord ; and whether we die, we 
die unto the Lord : whether we live therefore, or die» we 
are the Lord's. For to this end Christ both died, and 
rose, and revived, that he might be Lord both of the 
dead and living." This passage positively asserts that 
Christ is Lord of the dead as much ais of the living. In 
fact, this is a leading doetrine with you. You strenuous- 
ly contend, that ail mett are given to Christ ; and they 
are given to him for a benevolent purpose. But where 
would be the benevolence in giving the dead to Christ, 
nnless he could do them good ? And how can he do 
them good, unless he makes them acquainted with that 
gospel which is the only sure means of salvation P There 
is no more absurdity in supposing that Christ preaches 
the gospel to men in another state, than there is that he 
vnW raise men from the dead in another state. The fact 
ttiat Christ visited the abodes of misery in another world, 
is so clearly taught in the scriptures, that many Christ- 
ians acknowledge it, thougti it is in direct opposition to 
their system. The Episcopal Church, both in Europe 

* Rom, xiv. 7, 8, 9. 
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abd America admit it Id their Creed, which is general- 
ly denominated the Apostles' Creed, thej assert that 
C%riH descended into hell, or the place of departed spi- 
rits.* Now as the Episcopalians do not generally ad- 
mit a moral change after death, this article must be in 
direct opposition to their general sentiment. So that 
nothing but a full conviction, that it was taught in the 
scriptures, could have induced them to admit it as an 
article of faith. 

We will now notice several objections which jou 
urge against the exposition we have given. One objec- 
tion on which jou rely is this ;-~This subject is not men- 
tioned by any of the sacred writers except St Peter, 
and by him only indirectly .t In answer to this objec- 
tion» we remark, 1. The objection is unfounded. It is 
not true that St Peter is the only writer which alludes 
to this subject. We have already quoted two passages 
from the writings of St Paul, and it is believed that se- 
veral other texts can be produced both from the Old and 
New Testament Besides, this sentiment is involved in 
the very nature of the gospel, especially on our under- 
standing of it You, Sir, believe that all men will b^ 
saved by Jesus Christ. But the sacred writers inform 
us that no man can be saved without r^entance and 
faith. And we are also told on divine authority, that 
faith Cometh by hearing. It is necessary therefore, that 
all men should hear the gospel, otherwise all cannot be 
saved. Now as many do not hear the gospel in this 
world, it follows as a necessary consequence, even on 
your own system, that thf gospel will be made known to 
many in a future state. Thus the doctrine for which we 
contend is involt(jpl in the very nature of the gospel ; 
and without this sentiment, jou cannot consistently 

maintain the '^restitution of all things." 

* See the Cominon Prayer Book. 

t Got. Viiitant, Vol III. pp. 299^ 900. 
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£. But if we should admit that St. Peter is the odIj 
writer who has mentioned this fact, it would not invali- 
date the passage. One divine asseveration is entitled to 
our confidence. And it would be a singular lund of rea- 
soning, to contend that what is said by Peter Bmst be 
false, because the same thing is not mentioned by Paul. 
Would such evidence as this be admitted in a court ef 
justice ? No ; it is an acknowledged principle that the 
testimony of one man is not weakened^ by the other wit- 
nesses testifying that they did not see what he declares 
he did. Suppose A is arraigned before a civil tiibunali 
and B testifies that he saw A commit larceny, would any 
person attempt to procure his acquittal by ptroducing 
witnesses who would testify that they did not see him 
commit the crime ? No ; any counsel would be ashamed 
to set up such a defence. But a defence like this would 
be quite as consistent as your argument in the case in 
question. For none of the sacred writers assert that 
they did not know that Christ preached to the spirits in 
prison. 

We find many instances in the scriptures in which a 
remarkable circumstance is mentioned by one writer, 
and omitted by all the others. The resurrection of La- 
zarus is one of the most striking miracles performed by 
our Lord, and still it is recorded by John only ; Mat- 
thew, Mark, and Luke being perfectly silent vpon this 
subject. But will you refuse your credence to tiitem- 
portant miracle, because it is mentioned by one writer 
only? Tou will not. Christ's resignation of his king- 
dom to the Father* is an imp(|{ilant doctrine, and st^U is 
mentioned by one wriier only : and he has mentioned It 
but once. But notwithstanding thjm, you believe the 
declaration, and make great use of Qiat passage. Inthis 
maimer you acknowledge the weakness of your objec- 
tion in the case before us. — But you inform us that 6t. 
Pet|er> when he speaks of Christ's preaching to tfa» spi- 
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rits in prison, '^only throws an allasion to it^ while la- 
boring on another subject." — So much the more to our 
purpose; for it shows that this opinion was nothing 
new to those to whom his epistle was addressed. Had 
this doctrine been something which was not generally 
believed, St Peter would in all pi*obability have labored 
it more at large. But as he brought this in to illustrate 
and enforce another point, it teaches us most conclu- 
sively, not only that Peter himself believed this doctrine, 
but that it was generally admitted among the brethren in 
his day. Thus does your objection strengthen our inter- 
pretation, rather than otherwise. 

Again, you object to the exposition we have given,. in 
the following language : — *<If the opinion disproved, be 
allowed, how shall we account for this particularizing 
the people who lived in the days of Noah P" To meet 
this objection, we remark, — 1. If this consideration has 
any weight, it opposes your interpretation, as much as it 
does mine. For on your interpretation, you confess that 
the gospel was preached to a people similar to those in 
the days of Noah. And I can ask with as much propri- 
ety as you can, *'how shall we account for this particu- 
larizing the people in the days of Noah ?" £. There is 
not the least difficulty as t can see in the case. Though 
you surest that the passage would imply that those 
who lived in the days of Noah were the only ones who 
enjoyed this preaching, on the interpretation here con- 
tended for, I should infer the very reverse. For as God 
is no respecter of persons, if Christ went and preached 
to the antediluvians, it would be natural to conclude 
that he preached to others also. You interpret the text 
to mean that the gospel was preached to the Gentiles* 
whose characters were similar to those who lived in 
Noah's day. But does this imply that the Gentiles in 
relation to moral character, would compare with no 
other comi]^ people than those vVvo \Vi^^ \w^^ ^^ 
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world ? You will not pretend this. So in fact you ac- 
knowledge your objection to be frivolous. Peter in the 
passage in question, alluded to the old world only as an 
example, or specimen. As this is what you yourself 
must contend for, I trust you will not object to it As 
the same apostle in another plrfce,* mentions the old 
world, together with Sodom, as examples, in regard to 
punishment, there is the utmost propriety in mentioning 
the old world as an example with regard to blessings. 

Before we dismiss this subject, we will notice one 
objection more. After quoting Wakefield's rendering 
of the passage, you say, *<In this translation there iSTio- 
thing hinted of Christ's preaching to the spirits of those 
who lived in Noah's time.'t Since you lay so much 
stress upon this translation, I will transcribe it, tind 
mark the italic words, as I find them in his Testament, 
that the reader may see what he has added to the origi- 
nal text. ''Because even Christ once suffered for sin, a 
righteous man^ for unrighteous men^ that he might bring 
us unto God ; being killed in body, but made alive by 
the spirit ; in which indeed he went and preached to the 
minds of men in prison ; who were also hard to be con- 
vinced in former times ; as when the patience of God 
continued waiting in the days of Noah, whilst the ark 
was a preparing." The reader is informed that all the 
words in the above passage which are printed in italics, 
are not found in the original, but were added by Mr. 
Wakefield himself, and marked by him, as you here find 
them, tft show that they were not of divine authority. 
By reading this rendering of the passage, and omitting 
the supplied words, we have the same sense, as is convey- 
ed in the common rendering of the text Thus, Sir, does 
this translation yield you no assistance. We will also 
notice Wakefield's rendering the parallel passage, in the 
next chapter. Verse 6th — *<For this indeed was ^ 

S Peter, ii, 5, 6. t U* Magazine, Vol. IV. p. 47. 
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effect of the preaching of the gospel to the d€iad, that 
some will be punished as carnal men, but others lead a 
spiritual life unto God." This passage, as it stands, 
would favor jour ideas of the subject. But let us see 
what authority he offers for this strange rendering. 
Whoever is acquainted with his New Testament, knows 
that when he deviates from the Received Text, he does 
not rest it upon his bare assertion, if anj authority caa 
be produced. This will be seen by his elaborate Notes, 
which are appended to his Testament. But let us see 
what authority he produces in justification of his ren- 
dering of the passages before us. We will give it in his 
own words. **By the living, I understand Christians ; 
and by thei^ead, the unconverted Gentiles; and upon thia 
idea have attempted to give some meaning to a passage, 
which is, to me, at leasts otherwise unintelligible.*** 
Thus we see that Wakefield can offer no authority for 
his novel translation. He justifies it only by saying* 

''that otherwise the passage to him would be unint^lligi- 
Ule.^' Mr. 'WaRefieM, T believe« was a Destructionistf 
and probably a Materialist, and consequently he could 
not admit with any consistency, that the gospel was 
preached to men between death and the resurrection. 
So we can no longer wonder why the passage would be 
unintelligible to him, without his unauthorized variation 
from the common rendering. Thus we see that Wake- 
field in translating these passages, was governed not by 
the Greek text, but by his own preconceived opinion. 
Now, Sir, I think your scheme must be in distress to call 
such a translation to its aid. The above remarks are 
designed to apply not to Wakefield's translation in 
general, but only to his rendering of the passages in 
question. 

I have now noticed all the principal objections which 
you. urge against the interpretation here contended for, 

t Sbe liotes on 3d and 4th of Peter^ p. ise. 
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and I think their force is entirely obviated. Our inter- 
pretation therefore stands on a permanent basis. St 
Peter expressly declares that Christ after his passion, 
went and preached the gospel to those who bad long 
before departed this life. This passage then goes di- 
rectly to prove a future retribution. The spirits to 
whom he preached were in prison ; they were unhappy, 
otherwise they would not have needed this gospel. Be- 
sides, it was preached to them, ''that they might be 
judged according to men in the flesh.'' This implies 
that they might be punished even after the gospel was 
made known to them. And further, it wiis preached to 
them, that they might repent, might ^'live^acoording to 
God in the spirit." And this implies that they were 
then impenitent, and consequently miserable. This 
psAsage therefore, fiirnishea us with a good argument in 
favor of a future punishment i and it \9 not in your pow- 
er to reconcile this scripture with your sentiment, unless 
you adopt the principle of Wakefield, and decidedly 

contradict the Spvatlc to favor jo«r ow» ofiinioo I •r to 

uflse your own language, unless you are determined ''to 
learn the scriptures how to talk.'' 

Before we close this Letter, we will notice several 
other passages which strongly imply a punishment be- 
yond death, and so confirm the doctrine for which we 
plead. St Paul says, "He that despised Moses' law, 
died withoutmercy under two or thrlee witnesses ; of how 
much sorer punishment, suppose ye, shall he be thought 
worthy, who hath trodden under foot the Son of God, 
and hath counted the blood of the covenant, wherewith 
he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done despite 
to the Spirit of grace."* — This passage asserts that 
those who despised the law of Moses were put to death ; 
they suffered death withoutmercy. And he informs us 
that those who despise the gospel, shall receive a sorer 

* Heb. X. 28, 29. 
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punishmenL Since death without mercy is the greatest 
punishment which can be inflicted in this state, it natu* 
rally follows that those who despise the gospel, and re- 
ceive this sorer punishment, will be punished beyond 
death. But the advocates for your sentiment, think it 
absurd to admit that the gospel threatens a severer pun- 
ishment than the law. In reply to a suggestion that 
future punishment may be taught in the gospel, though 
it be not found in the law, Mr. Kneeland says, <*Well, 
surely this is a very strange thing indeed ; what ! does 
the gospel of eternal life unfold and bring to light a pun- 
ishment which the law knows nothing of? and which we 
have not been able to find in all the Jewish records ? 
O strange !''^ 

This quotation contains much more affected semihility 
than sound judgment. It is a principle taught by com- 
mon sense, recognized in the scriptures, and ever ad- 
mitted in all courts of justice, that the same act is more 
or less heinous in proportion to the knowledge of the 
offender. The greater our light and knowledge, the 
greater is our criminality, if we transgress. This you 
acknowledge, though this acknowledgment is fatal to 
your system. Your words are — "The scriptures abun- 
dantly prove that those who are farthest advanced in 
knowledge of divine things, are the most guilty if they 
disobey : and this is agreeable to reason and experi- 
ence."t In this manner you pronounce Mr. Kneeland's 
suggestion unfounded, and acknowledge that the gospel 
inflicts a greater punishment than the law. The gospel 
contains more light than the law, and consequently those 
who abuse the gospel, and tread under foot the Son of 
God, will be subjected to a greater punishment than the 
law inflicted. It follows therefore, from the very nature 
of the case, that there are some who live under the light 
of the gospel, whose punishment will be sorer than death 

* Koeeland^tf Lecturei, p. 85. t 1lepl^io^m\W.^v*^' 
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witbmit mercy, or in other words, will be punbfaed be- 
yond the grave. This sentiment appeared so clear to 
the apostle, that he submitted the question to the deci- 
sion of his brethren* "Of how much sorer punishment 
suppose ye, shall they be thought worthy, who have trod- 
den under foot the Son of Grod P" 

Of nearly the same nature is the declaration of Christ 
.—('Whoso shall offbnd one of these little ones which be- 
lieve in mew it were better for him that a milUatone 
were haaged about his neck, and that be were drowned 
in the depth of the sea.'"" To be cast into the sea with 
a mill-fltiNie about one's neck, is as severe a punishment 
as can well be inflicted in this state ; but as those who 
offend these little ones, are to be punished more severe* 
ly» it is just to omclude that they will experience mise- 
ry after the death of the body. Our Savior told the 
penitent IMef on the cross, that he should be with bim 
that day in paradise.t But if all men go immediately to 
happiness, the impenitent thief would be with Christ as 
soon as the penitent one, and so there will be no difieieDce 
between those who are penitent, wA those who are im- 
penitent. When Christ said to the penilent thief ^(T#-day 
shait thou be with me in paradise," he vkrtually said that 
the other thief should not. This is a priocipLe for which 
you contend. To establish this point you say J; ^*Let a 
case be proposed. There are in prison ten persona^ five 
of which were committed for offiences committed intke 
year 1810, the other five for offences committed in 181& 
The proper auth((rity directs an officer togo and Ubeiate 
from prison, those who were disobedient in 1810. In 
all respects in which this order cimeems ihe other five, 
it weans that they are notindudedJ'^ Now if w« apply 
this plain principle to the case .btfore as, it means that 
the other thief is nqt included. Thus we find that the 

♦ Matt, xviii. 6. t Luke xxiti. 43. 

t Gos. Yiat. Vol. Ul. p. CTf* 
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short sentence, this day shalt thou be with me in para- 
dise, clearlj shows that the other thief would not be 
admitted to immediate happiness. And what is true of 
the impenitent thief, is also true of many others. 

Many other passages might be adduced in proof of a 
future retribution, but our limits will not admit of their 
being brought forward. In fact, we want them not. 
What we have offered in this Letter, is, I conceive, suf- 
ficient to establish a future retribution. And the same 
ingenuity which can do away the force of these passa- 
ges, can disprove a future existence, or any other doc« 
trine. 

In our next we will call your attention to a future 
reward for the righteous. 

Tours, &c. 
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Future Reward, Future mUery the general opinion <if man- 
kind. 

REV. AND DEAR BROTHERf 

As was proposed in m^ last, I will now invite jour 
attention to the subject of b, future reward for the right- 
eous. A future reward is a just counterpart to a future 
punishment. If either of these be established, the other 
follows as a necessary consequence. You appear to be 
sensible of this, and consequently you deny a future re- 
ward for the righteous as much as a future punishment 
for the wicked.* We will now inquire whether the re- 
ward of virtue does in any case extend beyond death. 
We admit that men have a reward in this world. We 
acknowledge that some good deeds have a full reward 
here on earth. But the question is, whether every act 
of virtue receives its full reward in this state. We 
have already seen that the human mind is so constituted, 
that all ideas take place in succession, and consequently 
a period is requisite for every thought and reflection. 
The reward of virtue arises from the reflection of hav- 
ing done our duty, and promoted the enjoyment of our 
fellow creatures. Now as the reward of the righteous 
consists in that happiness, which arises from the refleo- 
tion of having performed some virtuous action, and as 
these reflections cannot exist, till after the act is per- 
formed, it follows that the reward must be subsequent to 
the virtuous act. And as many are taken from this 
world in the performance of an act of virtue, it ie mani- 
fest that they must be rewarded after death, if they are 
rewarded at all. ^ 

* Lectures, l^.lQS^l^. 
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It cannot be pretended that virtue is alwajs rewarded 
in the very act, for our Savior tells us that we must 
take up our cross^ if we would be his disciples. This 
plainly shows that virtue is sometimes painful for the 
time bein^. Were not this the case, there could be no 
cross to take up. Since virtue is not alwajs rewarded 
in the verj act, it follows that the reward must succeed 
the act of virtue, and so in some cases at least, will ex- 
tend beyond the grave. Thus it appears from the very 
nature of the case, that virtue will be rewarded in a fu- 
ture state. And what is so reasonable in itself, and 
what grows out of the very nature of things, is also 
taught in the oracles of Grod. 

In the first place we will attempt to show that the 
Iiord Jesus Christ was rewarded in a future state, for 
the arduous duties he peformed in this. St Paul says 
of Christp ^He made himself of no reputation, and took 
upon him ^e form of a servant, and was made in the 
Uktfiesa of men ; and beiag found in fashion as a 
asaa^ he kumbled himself, and became obedient unto 
death, even the death ^f the cross." Here the apostle 
gives us a brief account of the trials and sufferings of 
Christ, and of the meekness and patience with which he 
bore. them. Now what was the reward which Christ 
received for this work of patience, this labor of love ? 
The apostle informs us in the very next words, "fVhtre" 
fore,^^ says he, or "for this reason,^^ as Wakefield ren- 
ders the phrase, «<God also hath highly exalted him, and 
given him a name whiqh is above every name." Phil. ii. 
7,8,9. Nothing can be plainer than that Christ was 
exalted as a reward for his benevolent deeds performed 
in this world. Bat where was Christ exalted ? in this 
world, or the next P It is evident from the language of 
the passage, that this reward was granted him after 
death, for it was in consequence of his death, that he was 
Aalted. In fact, every person will admit, that Christ'^ 
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exaltation was after his death. This passage, then, tea- 
ches us in the clearest manner, that Christ was rewarded 
in a future state, for virtuous actions performed in this. 
That Christ was exalted as a reward for his sufferings 
and death, is further taught bj the same apostle. «<But 
we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the an- 
gels/or the suffering of death, crowned with glory and 
honorJ*^ Heb. ii. 9. The same doctrine is taught in 
these words : — "Looking unto Jesus, the author and fin- 
isher of our faith ; who, for the joy that was set before 
him, endured the cross, despising the shame, and is set 
down at the right hand of the throne of God." Heb. xii. 
fi. This passage not only informs us that Christ acted 
with a view of a reward, but it also teaches us the na- 
ture of this reward. It consisted in "sitting down at 
the right hand of the throne of God." 

From these passages it is demonstrablj evident that 
our divine Master '^had respect to a recompense of re- 
ward," and that he was exalted in a future state, as a 
reward for his sufferings and death here on earth. Nbw 
if a future reward was necessary to engage the benevo- 
lent Jesus in his dutj^ is it not equally necessary to en- 
gage us in our duty ? Since Christ is our pattern* and 
was rewarded after death, it is just to conclude that a 
future reward awaits all his faithful followers. And to 
this he himself bears witness. To the Laodiceans he 
says, "To him that overcometh will I grant to sit with 
me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and am set 
down with my Father in his throne." Rev. iii. SI. 
This passage teaches two important truths. 1. That 
Christ was rewarded after death for his labors on earth. 
"I also overcame,and am set down in my Father's throne." 
This passage teaches us that at the time of John-s vision, 
which was after the ascension of Christ, our Lord was 
then enjoying a reward for the labors he performed in 
this world. He was then sitting in his Father's throned 
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rhis passage therefore, concurs with those before quoted, 
in teaching us that Christ was rewarded after death. 
2, This passage also teaches us that men, who are faith- 
rul, will be rewarded in the same manner. <<To him 
that overcometh, will I grant to sit with me in mj 
throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down with 
mj Father in his throne." Here Jesus declares that his 
faithful followers shall be rewarded, as he has been — 
shall sit in his throne after death, as he has set in his 
Father's throne after death. And as Jesus sat in his 
Father's throne as a reward for his labors in time, so will 
the faithful disciples of Christ sit in his throne as a 
reward for their faithfulness in this state of being. 
Thus does the faithful and true Witness promise a 
future reward to all sincere Christians. 

The blessed Jesus promised the same to his disciples 
during his personal ministry. On a certain occasion a 
man came to Christ, and asked him what he should do to 
inherit eternal life. Here the subject of a future 
reward was introduced. In replj to him, Jesus sajs, 
"If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments." 
This is saying, that keeping the commandments would 
entitle him to a reward beyond death. But while Jesus 
was treating upon this subject, Peter said unto him, — 
'*Behold we have forsaken all, and followed thee ; what 
shall we have therefore P" Here Peter puts the question 
directly to our Lord. He asks him, what reward the 
disciples were to expect. '^And Jesus said unto them. 
Verily, verily, I say unto you, that ye which have fol- 
lowed me in the regeneration, when die Son of man shall 
sit in the throne of his glory, ye also shall sit upon 
twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel." 
Matt. xix. 17, £r, £8. Here again sitting upon thrones 
is mentioned as a reward for their fidelity. We have 
already seen that sitting upon thrones would take place 
in a future world ; and this sense is cQu&m^^^k Vrj >^^ 



2^ LETTER Vn. 

passage now under consideration. Besides, all the 
principal advocates for Universal Salvation, allege this 
passage in proof of the future happiness of Judas. And 
jou. Sir, revert to this passage, to show that Judas will 
be brought in.* fn this manner jou acknowledge that 
the reward mentioned in this passage, will not be reali- 
zed on this side the grave. 

In the parallel passage, Mark x. 29, SO, Jesus sajs to 
his disciples, who declared that thej had left all and 
followed him, ••Verily, verily, I say unto you, there is no 
man that hath left house, or brethren, or sisters, or father, 
or mother, or wife, or children, or lands, for my sake, 
and the gospel's, but he shall receive an hundred-fold 
now in this time, (that is, in this life,) houses and breth- 
ren, and sisters, and mothers, and lands, with persecu- 
tions ; and in the world to come, everlasting life." See 
also Luke xviii. 29, SO. It is evident from this text, 
that virtue is not only rewarded in this life, but in the 
future also. "In the irorW to come, they shall receive 
everlasting life," as a reward for having forsaken all, 
and followed Christ There can be no doubt, but that 
the {aicjv) world to come, is here used to express a state 
beyond death, because it is placed in opposition to a 
state in which we may possess houses, and brethren, and 
sisters, and mothers and lands. Thus does our Savior 
expressly declare that men shall be rewarded in the 
life to com4* 

Matt. vi. 19, 20, is also in point. ''Lay not «p for 
yourselves treasures upon earthy where moth an4' mst 
doth corrupt, and where thieves break through 21^ steaf » 
but lay up for yourselves treasures in heavm, where nei- 
tirer moth nornist doth corrupt; and where thieves do 
not break through nor steai.'" See also* Luie xiL 99. 
Here J^sus commandv his foltowers tB lay* up treasures 
in ftcffveir. Hkavm is' here' used to express a statJe fte- 
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jond the present, because it is placed in opposition to 
the earth. Neither is there so great security in any 
blessing in this world, as is expressed in this text. Now 
as Christ has commanded us to lay up treasures in a 
future state of being, it follows that we can do something 
here to effect our happiness hereafter. To deny this, is 
absurdly to admit that Christ is a hard master, and re- 
quires impossibilities. Again, says the divine Teacher, 
"Rejoice, and be exceeding glad ; for great is your re- 
ward in fteaven." Matt. v. 12. This passage asserts 
that some shall have a great reward in heaven, and as 
heaven is placed in opposition to a state, which admits 
of persecution, it must be beyond the confines of this 
world. Christ expresses the same when he says, "Thou 
shalt be recompensed at the resurrection of the just." 
Luke XIV. 14. We have already seen in a preceding 
Letter, that the resurrection here spoken of, was literal. 
Hence this reward will be conferred at the resurrection 
of the dead. Paul to the Corinthians recognizes a fu- 
ture reward. **Know ye not," says he, "that they which 
run in a race, run all, but one receiveth the prize ? So 
run, that ye may obtain. And every man that striveth 
for the mastery, is temperate in all things. Now they 
do it to obtain a corruptible Crown ; but we an incorrup- 
tible." 1 Cor. ix. 24, 25. From this passage it will be 
seen that the apostle and primitive Christians ran to ob- 
tain an incorruptible crown. This was their reward, as 
much, as the corruptible crown was the reward of those 
who arrived first at the goal in a literal race. And as 
you will not pretend that this incorruptible crown is 
granted in this world, this passage is clear in proof of a 
future reward. It is further evident that the apostle 
Paul looked forward to a future state for a reward, from 
what he has said elsewhere. "I am now ready to be 
offered," says he, "and the time of my de\)a.ct^^x<i. vs» '^iX. 
hand. I hare fought a good fiL^t,\Vv«LN^^we^<8A \fic^ 
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course, I have kept the faith ; henceforth there is laid 
up for me a crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the 
righteous Judge, shall give me at that day ; and not to 
me only, but to all them also that love his appearing." 
£ Tim. iv. 6, 7, 8. Upon this passage, we remark, 1. 
Virtue cannot be fully rewarded in the act, for the apos- 
tle had performed many acts of virtue — ^*had finished 
his course," but his reward was then future. His labors 
were already accomplished, but his reward was yet to 
come. 2. The apostle fixes the time when he should 
receive this glorious reward. He first states that the 
time of his departure is at hand, and then gays that 
the reward will be given him at that day, at the time of 
his departure. This reward will, according to the sense 
of the passage, be after death ; and you will not pretend 
that a crown of immortality and glory is given in this 
world. 3. It appears that this glorious crown is given 
as a reward ; for the apostle speaks of its being granted 
in consequence of his faithfulness. He also says that it 
will be granted to all others who love his appearing. 
This shows that the crown is granted as a reward for 
virtue performed in this state. 4. This passage not only 
teaches us that the virtuous shall receive this reward, 
but also that the wicked shall not. When Paul says, 
that this crown of righteousness will be given to those 
who love Christ's appearing, he implies that it will not 
be given to those who do not love his appearing. 

St. Paul to Timothy teaches a future reward in the 
clearest manner. "Bodily exercise," says he, "profitcth 
little ; but godfmess is profitable unto all things;' having 
the promise of the life that now is, and of that which %» 
to comeJ^ 1 Tim. iv. 8. This passage is too clear to 
need comment. Our Savior expresses it all when he 
says, '*Be thou faithful unto death, and I will give thee a 
crown of life." Rev.ii. 10. From the passages intro- 
doced in this Letter, axiA l\i«%^ tcce ^nly a specimen, it 
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evident! J appears, that a future reward for the righteouis^ 
ia a doctrine of the New Testament. We have seen 
that Christ was exalted to his Father's throne in a 
future state f as a reward for his labors and suffering in 
this. We have also seen that Christ promised to reward 
his faithful followers in the same manner; he promised 
them a throne, and eternal life in the world to come— - 
commanded them to lay up treasures in heaven — and 
said that they should be rewarded in heaven^ and recom- 
pensed at the resurrection of the just. We have had 
the assurance of St. Paul, that the faithful looked for a 
crown of righteousness, and ran for an incorruptible 
crown— in a word, that godliness has the promise of the 
life which is to come. And finally, we have seen that 
the faithful and true Witness assures us, that if we are 
faithful unto death, he will give us a crown of life. 
These passages in controvertiblj prove that the reward 
of the righteous will be extended into a future state. 

J am aware however, that you meet these passages, or 
•4Mveral of them, by saying, that the blessings mentioned 
are said to be given, and if they are gifts, they cannot 
be considered as a reward. I shall not attempt to an- 
swer this objection at large, but shall content myself with 
two remarks. 1. The fact that they are said to be giv- 
en, does not oppose the idea of their being a reward ; 
for they may be given as such. To give, or grant a re- 
ward, is no solecism. 2. The blessings which the right- 
eous enjoy in this world, are said to be gifts, and if this 
destroys the idea of their being a reward, then we must 
conclude, that they are not rewarded at all ; which is 
repugnant to the scriptures, and your system also. So 
this objection can have no weight A future reward 
then, is substantially proved. Now a future reward is 
only a counterpart of a future punishment. And all the 
passages which inform us that the righteous will be re- 
warded in another state, virtually teli us, that the wick- 
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ed shall not enjoj that blessing ; and this is saying, thit 
thej shall be miserable. This remark will accord with 
your own sentiment^ for you acknowledge that the scrip- 
tures every where hold forth the idea that vice will be 
punished as long as virtue is rewarded. Your words dre 
these — "On the other hand, he, (meaning yourself,) does 
not believe that the wrongs a man may be guilty of, can 
justly be punished to a greater extent* than bis well- 
doing can be rewarded. No reason is seen for extend- 
ing the punishment of a man's wickedness, beyond the 
rewards of his righteousness. It is moreover believed 
that the scriptures every where justify this view of the 
subject."* In this passage you admit that vice will be 
punished as long as virtue is rewarded. Now as we 
have already seen that virtue will be rewarded in a fa- 
ture state, we are authorized by scripture, by the nature 
of the case, and by your own confession, to conclutle that 
punishment will be extended beyond death likewis.e« 

Another argument in favor of a future retribotion, is 
drawn from the common consent of mankind. It is a 
fact substantiated by history, that tlie doctrine of a fu- 
ture retribution has generally prevailed in ail ages and 
nations. The Ancient covenant people, the Jews, be- 
lieved this doctrine ; and all the heathen nations, of 
whose opinions the world has any knowledge, entertain 
the same views. In proof of this, I will refer to author- 
ities mentioned in a former letter. This then, is a fact, 
which no person of information will deny, vix. That a 
future retribution is a doctrine which has prevailed gen- 
erally in all ages of the world. It does not weaken this 
argument to say, that many of the heathen believed in 
the transmigration of souls. For this is virtually a fu- 
ture retribution ; as it supposes that men are not suffi- 
ciently punished in the act of transgression, and so it 
becomes necessary, that the soul at death should pass 

* Reply to Merritt, pp. 8, 9. 
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into some other animal, in which it will receive a just 
retribution for its past iniquity. Transmigration is, in 
realitj, a future punishment. If the soul of a sinner 
passes at death into any other animal, and is there 
punished, this punishment is as much after death, as 
though it were inflicted in another world. In fact, the 
doctrine of transmigration shows how very strongly a 
fnture retribution was rivetted into the minds of the 
heathen ; for rather than abandon this fundamental arti- 
cle* they would have recourse to almost any extravagance. 

But perhaps you will say, that the heathen differed in 
opinion on almost every subject, had different views of 
a future retribution, and embraced absurdities too nu* 
meriMis to be mentioned. This is readily admitted, and 
this strengthens our argument. It shows plainly, that a 
retribution beyond death was so firmly believed, that 
how much soever they differed on other subjects, and on 
this very subject, they all admitted the doctrine in some 
form or other; and how absurd soever they were in 
other respects, no one thought of relioquishing this all- 
important, this fundamental article. A future retribu- 
tion then was the general opinion, both of the Jews and 
the heathen. And the question to be decided is, from 
whence arose this opinion P 

Now as it regards the Jews, they undoubtedly derived 
this doctrine from revelation. It is the opinion of many, 
if not of most commentators, that many revelations were 
made to Adam, and his immediate descendants, of which 
we have no account in the Pentateuch. We are told in 
the New Testament, that Jesus performed many things 
which are not recorded ;* and there is lo absurdity in 
supposing that Moses omitted many things also. Con- 
sidering the brevity of Moses's account, it is perfectly 
evident that he gave only a history of some of the most 

* John xii. S5. 
22* 
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important events. Considering the infancy «f the world, 
and the lack of experimental knowledge at that time, it 
is highly probable that the Deity interposed frequently, 
and gave the first inhabitants many directions, which are 
not recorded. This supposition is rendered still more 
probable on your system, which supposes that Adam was 
created no more wise or perfect than other men."^ 

Without admitting that the Deity gave the firat in- 
habitants of the world some instruction more than is 
mentioned in the scriptures, it is extremely difficult to 
account for the sacrifices offered by Cain and Abel, and 
for many other things which are mentioned in the scrip- 
tures, and which could not have been learned from 
nature, especially at that early age of the world. ^=For 
instance, when Cain slew his brother, he felt condemna- 
tion as much as Adam did when he violated the express 
command of God. But we have no account in Genesis 
that God had prohibited murder at that time^ Now, 
from whence arose Cain^s condemnation for slaying bis 
brother ? It must have been that God gave them a law 
before that time. Otherwise I do not see why he should 
have felt condemnation. " Where there is no law," we 
are told on divine authority, " there is no transgression.'' 
Since Cain felt condemnation for slaying his brother, 
we are led to conclude that murder had already been 
prohibited, though nothing of this is mentioned by 
Moses. Hence we are compelled to adroit, that God 
revealed to his new-created ofi^spring, many things which 
are not mentioned in the scriptures. Numerous cases 
might be mentioned, which lead us to the same con- 
clusion. And it is worthy of remark, that the scriptares 
do not pretend that every event is recorded therein, but 
on the contrary they intimate that this is not the case. 
Hence we condude, tliat many things were made knowu 
to Adam and his descendants, which are not mentioned 

* See Atonement, pp. 32 — 35. See also Leetures, pp. 67—80. 
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in the scriptures. Now as the Jews, as far back as we 
can have knowledge of their opinions, believed in a 
future retribution, it is natural to conclude, that this 
opinion was borrowed from divine revelation. This 
hypothesis will also account for their belief in a future 
state ; for it is admitted, that we find but very little 
evidence of this doctrine in the Old Testament. 

But, perhaps you will say, that the condemnation 
which Cain felt, arose from the common sentiment which 
God has implanted in man, that taking life is a crime. 
But this is no more to your purpose than the other posi- 
tion. For if the common sentiment of mankind, that it 
is a crime to take life, establishes that principle, then 
the common sentiment that there will be a retribution 
beyond death, establishes that principle also. But from 
whence arose the heathen opinion, that a future punish- 
ment awaited the ungodly ? It is an acknowledged 
principle in moral as well as in natural philosophy, that 
every effect results from some adequate cause. And 
from whence arises this general belief? It is the opin- 
ion of most Christian writers, that the heathen borrowed 
their opinions from early revelations.* Now if this be 
the case, as 1 think appears pretty evident, the belief of 
the heathen furnishes us with a good argument in favor 
of punishment beyond death. We are willing to admit> 
as was before observed, that the heathen mixed much 
fable with their doctrines. But this is just what might 
naturally be expected, on supposition that a future retri- 
bution was first borrowed from divine revelation. Who- 

* See Dr. Shuckford's ConDeximis batween Sacred and Profane 
History, A work worthy of a critical peru«»U The doctor con- 
tends that the Lord made many revelations in the first ages of. the 
world, whicib are not recorded hi die ^aCfed Vohitne, and that ihtt 
heathen borrowed their doGtrines from tkre traditiomi of «arly reve- 
lations. And before any person adopts the opposite hypothesiSf 
be ought to be able to refute all the docter^s arguments. 

See also Prideaux^s ConitexioDs. 
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ever is acquainted with the heathen doctrines and fables, 
and the origin of their mjthologj, will be sensible that 
the heathen built their fables upon doctrines, and not 
their doctrines upon their fables. The doctrine was first 
believed, and then some fable was built upon it. Though 
these fables frequently corrupted their doctrines, still it 
will be found that in almost every instance, their fables 
were not invented, till after the doctrine on which they 
rested, was generally believed.* Now although their 
fables are numerous which relate to a future state of 
punishment, they are all founded upon a belief in that 
doctrine, which belief gave rise to these fables. Now 
from these brief hints, I think it will be apparent, that 
the heathen were indebted to early revelation for their 
belief in a future retribution. 

But you will undoubtedly object to this. Then it de- 
volves upon you to account for this belief. Was it bor- 
rowed from nature P I know of nothing in the appear- 
ances of nature, which even teaches a future state of 
being ; and it would be absurd to assert that nature 
taught the heathen a future state of suffering, when it 
did not so much as teach the existence of a future state. 
Is it the common sentiment implanted by God in our 
very natures ? Then this sentiment must be the truth> 
for we cannot suppose that God would impress a false- 
hoiod upon the whole world of mankind. You cannot 
consistently admit that the plain^ unlettered sentiment 
of mankind is wrong, since you deny the doctrine of 
innate depravity. Does this belief arise from corrupt 
appetites and passions f Sinful feelings instead of fa- 
voring, remonstrate against the doctrine. Whtfn Paul 
reasoned of a judgment to eome, the corrupt Felix trem- 
bled. To conclude, this general belief in a future retri- 
bution, must arise from divine revelation, be taught in 
nature, or be implanted in every breast by God himself. 

* On tbia 9ubject also, see Shuckford*s Conaex%Bs. 
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It could not be learned from nature, for nature does not 
even teach a future state of being. It must therefore 
either arise from revelation^ or be the common sentiment 
of mankind interwoven with their very nature. In either 
case it aflfords us a good argument in favor of the doc- 
trine for which we plead. 

Another consideration which induces a belief in a 
future retribution, and that the ancient heathen borrow- 
ed their views from revelation, is this : The earlj Chris- 
tian fathers all believed in a future retribution. Yes ; 
Clemeirs, Origen and others, who believed in the " resti- 
tution of all things," were all firm believers In this 
doctrine. As these men lived in the first ages of (Dhris- 
tianity, before the gospel became corrupted, thej cer-* 
tainij had a better opportunity of knowing what was 
tauglit bj Christ and his apostles, than men can have at 
the present day. Now as these early fathers agreed 
wijth the ancient heathen in opinion, it goes to show that 
the heathen originally received their doctrine from the 
same divine source* It also goes to show that Christ 
and his apostles taught a future retribution. 

The Romish doctrine of Purgatory, which is frequently 
mentioned as a burlesque upon our sentiment, is actuary 
ao argument in its favor. The papal corruptions did 
not consist in inventing new doctrines, but in corrupting 
the genuine doctrines of the church. Their doctrine of 
indulgences was nothing more than an abuse of the scrip- 
tural doctrine of remission of sins. And so of their 
other abuses. They all consisted in the perversion of 
some scripture doctrine. The doctrine of Purgatory 
was only a corruption of the original doctrine of a fu- 
ture disciplinary punishment. The doctrine of Purga- 
tory, therefore, goes directly to show that a future 
limited discipline was the original doctrine of the 
church. And it is no objection to our system to say 
that the Papists corrupted it» Who ever thought of re- 
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jectiDg the Eacharist, because the Papists held to Trao- 
substantiation ? Will yoa discourage good works^ be- 
cause the Catholics held to Supererogation ? The fact 
18, everj professed Christian holds some doctrines which 
the Church of Rome abused. But as many of your sen- 
timent wish to ridicule our scheme by branding it with 
the name of Purgatory, we will for one moment inquire 
into the origin of the system in which you believe. 

By perusing the pages of ecclesiastical history, we 
learn that the Gnostics, that ancient sect of heretics, 
who disturbed the peace of the church, agreed with you 
in your distinguishing doctrine. They held that the 
soul was an emanation from the Deity ; that there was 
no material resurrection ; that^ the body was a mere 
clog to the soul, which went to immediate happiness, 
when dislodged from the body. And this sect was 
founded by Simon JUagus, that ancient enemy of tbe 
gospel.* Your system then can boast of considerable 
antiquity, but it cannot be regarded, even by yourself, 
as a great honor to any system to be founded by a 
magician^ and nursed by the Gnostics. 

But to return : All the writers of any reputation who 
have defended the doctrine of Universal Salvation, have 
believed in a future retribution. Yes, our writers in all 
ages, both in Europe and America, have been agreed on 
this point. I speak of those now off the stage. We do 
not intend to attach too much consequence to this cir- 
cumstance, but still we think it is entitled to some 
weight. Antiquity, though of itself no evidence of a 
doctrine, ought in all cases to entitle a doctrine to re- 
spect, till it be fairly proved to be unfounded. Anti- 
quity also does in some instances furnish us with good 
evidence, by carrying us back to the times in which the 
thing itself originated, giving those early believers an 

• Sfe Priegtiey's Church History, vol. i. pp. 46, 168, 195. 
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opportunity of knowing the truth. And this is the case 
in the instance before us. But whilst ail the principal 
writers in all ages, who hayc adopted our general sys- 
tem, have believed in a future retribution, the doctrine 
of immediate happiness was scarcely heard of till within 
a very few years. Dr. Huntington was the first writer 
of any note who denied a future punishment. And since 
that time, which was about thirty years ago, his scheme 
has been generally rejected, and the doctrine which in- 
troduces all men into heaven at death, has undergone 
many changes, and in fact is still fluctuating. There 
are scarcely two persons on your side of the question, 
who are agreed in opinion. One founds the doctrine of 
immediate happiness upon materialism ; another sup- 
poses, that sinners are first suffered to drop out of being, 
and then will be introduced into immediate happiness, 
and another saves them by an imputation of righteous- 
ness. You yourself do not appear to be at all settled in 
your peculiar views. At one time you save mankind by 
death, at another by instruction, and at another by the 
resurrection. This fluctuation of sentiment, this differ- 
ence of opinion, among the deniers of a future retribu- 
tion, plainly shows that there is great difficulty in their 
system. This multiplicity of sentiment verifies your 
declaration, that ^' as long as men are disposed to learn 
the scriptures how to talk, they will be forced to speak 
as many different languages as were spoken at the build- 
ing of Babel, and with as much confusion." 

Before dismissing this subject, I will state one notion 
more which has been advanced by those who deny fu- 
ture misery. They pretend to believe in a future retri- 
bution, but they qualify it in such a manner, that to my 
mind it means just nothing at all. They assert, that 
men will be punished after death, if they die impenitent; 
but they assert that this punishment is only a negativ9^ 
punishment, consisting not in any degr^^ ^^ \sa%«rj>\s^ 
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in a less degree of happiness !* This system appears to 
be composed of sound rather tiian signification. I will 
not detain jou by attempting a labored refutation of 
this novel sentiment, but will just remark : This nega- 
tive punishment, as it is called, either renders the sin- 
ner unhappy, or it does not. If it does not, then it is 
no punishment at alt. To talk of men's being punished, 
when they themseltes experience no unhappiness, is a 
contradiction in terms. So on supposition that this pun- 
ishment, as it is called, does not produce any misery, this 
system is no different from yours, which denies a future 
retribution in full. And if this negative punishment 
does produce misery, then this system agrees with ours, 
and admits of actual suffering in a future state. It is 
useless therefore, for the abettors of this scheme to pre- 
tend, that this is a half-way system between yours and 
the one for which we contend. In fact this subject 
admits of no medium. If a person has any settled 
opinion, he must either believe or disbelieve the doc- 
trine of future suffering for the impenitent. 

From what has been offered in this Letter, it will be 
seen that a future reward is reserved for the righteous. 
This consideration shows that a full retribution does not 
take place in this state. Fvery passage which teaches 
a future reward, teaches a future punishment also. This 
you acknowledge. And as a future reward is clearly 
proved, it follows of consequence that there will be a 
future punishment. We have «also seen that a future 
retribution is the common sentiment of mankind. If this 
sentiment is borrowed from divine revelation, it is deci- 
sive in favor of our opinion; and if it arises from any 
principle implanted in our nature, by the fieitj, as it 
must, if it is not derived from revelation, it furnished us 
with an argument nearly as forcible. Wc have further 
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seen that all the principal defenders of Universal Salva- 
tion, both in Europe and America, till within a very few 
years, have believed in a future retribution ; while the 
system for which you contend, has^ from its first app'^* 
ing in latter times, been in a state of almost j-'^^ctual 
fluctuation. This is a just statement of f^ prevalence 
and permanency of the two systema ^^^ this is just 
what might naturally be expected <>n supposition that ^ 
future retribution is the truth ef God, and its opposite 
the invention of man. 

Yours, &c. 
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Objectumi considered. 

REV. AND DE^ii BROTHER, 

In this Letter I pru^ose to consider some of the prin- 
cipal objections which you ur^e against a future retriba- 
tion, which have not' already been answered in these 
Letters. Some of your arguments which I shall here no- 
tice« are perhaps more property arguments in favor of your 
system, than objections against mine. They may, how- 
ever, with propriety be introduced here. Your most 
popular objection to a future punishment is. this ;— All 
men are to be raised immortal, and immortality cannot 
suffer, consequently there can be no misery after death. 
That yoii make great use of this argument, tnaj be seen 
by many quotations, among which is the following.^ 
"Whoever will pay a serious attention to the subject 
under consideration, and lay all prejudice aside, will 
soon learn that divine revelation fillows no condemnation 
^—no sin^^in an immortal stete."* 

Your argument in relation to immortality, rests upon 
two positions. The premises from which your conclu- 
sion, that there can be no condemnation after death, is 
drawn, are these; viz. that immortality cannot puffer, and 
that all msn put on immortality at the moment of death* 
If either of these positions be untenable, then your 
conclusion will fail. Do you assert that immortality 
cannot suffer? You do. Thus far then, you have the 
confidence to state one of^rour premises. But do you 
state the other position, viz. that all men are raised to 
immortality at the moment of death P No ; you do not. 

* Reply to Mcrritt, p. 34. See also Lectures, pp. 94, 2%% 370. 
U. Mag. Vol. IV. p. 151. 
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Yoa dare not hazard that assf^.rtion. Thus we see that 
you dare not state your premises, and still you appear 
to be very fond of exhibiting the conclusion. But you 
will probably say that all men will be immortal in the 
resurrection. This is only evading the question. The 
question is, do all men put on immortality at the mo- 
ment of death ? To say that all men- become immortal, 
does not answer your purpose. For, if we should admit 
that immortality cannot sufi'er, men still might suffer 
between death and the resurrection, if the resurrection 
does not take place immediately at death. You fre- 
quently represent men as being saved by the resurrec- 
tion. This is admitting that they may be unhappy till 
the resurrection. Now in order to support your doctrine 
of no misery after death, you must not only prove that 
immortality cannot suffer, but you must also prove that 
all men become immortal at death ; or in other words, 
that death and the resurrection are simultaneous events. 
The above is all the reply this objection merits. You 
cannot with any consistency at all urge this objection, 
until you have proved both of the positions mentioned 
above. Will you, who possess such strong reasoning 
powers, pretend to say, that the conclusion will be valid, 
when the premises are false ? And will you still conti- 
nue to urge a conclusion whose premises you dare not 
even state ? Now, Sir, I call upon you in the most im- 
perative manner to come forward and prove that all men 
are raised to immortality at death, and that immortality 
excludes all suffering of necessity; or else never pre- 
sume to urge the objection we are considering, against a 
future retribution. Though this objection has been suf- 
ficiently examined, as you lay great stress upon this 
point, I will condescend to give it a particular examina- 
tion. Let it be remembered then that this argument 
rests upon two positions. 1. That all men will be raU 
sed at the moment of death to immortality^ Ajxd. ^ 
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That immortalUy cannot suffer* These positions we 
will examine separately. 

1. Ml men are raised to immortality at the moment of 
death. This proposition, which is one of the main pillars 
on which your argument rests, is diametrically opposite to 
the scriptures. When you urge this argument against our 
Tiews, you virtually say that men are saved by the re- 
surrection. We have already seen* some of the absur- 
dities attendant upon that view of the subject Whea 
you rely upon this argument, you in fact confess that 
your other grounds are untenable : for if men are saved 
by the resurrection, they are not saved by death's stop- 
ping their career of wickedness — not by being instruct- 
ed, and not by faith and repentance, those indispensable 
prerequisites for the enjoyment of heaven. But the 
question is, are all men raised to immortality at the mo- 
ment of death? We have in a former Letter, pointed 
out some of the objections to this notion. It was then 
shown that .the scriptures declare, that Christ was tlie 
"first bom from the dead," which could not have been 
the case, if all men rise from the dead at the moment of 
death. It was also seen that David had not arisen in 
the days of the apostles, which shows that the resurrec- 
. tion is a future event. 

But on the subject of the resurrection you constantly 
refer to the 15th of 1st Corinthians. Let us then for a 
moment look at that scripture, and see if it teaches us 
that all men iare raised to immortality at death. The 
aftostle after speaking of the resurrection of Christ, com- 
mences the subject of man's resurrection in the follow- 
ing language; — **For as in Adam all die, even so in 
Christ shall all be made alive." Verse 22d. Here it is 
asserted that all shall be made alive, but there is not the 
least intimation that this resurrection takes place at 
death. After declaring that all shall be made alive, the 

^ See Letter 11. to which the reader is requested to turn. 
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apostle adds^ ''But every man in his own order ; Christ 
the first fraits, afterwards they that are Christ's at his 
coining." Verse 23. This verse* instead of favoring 
your idea, is directly opposed to it. The apostle here 
assures us, that Christ is the first fruits of the resurrec- 
tion, that is, the first. who ros^ to immortal life. This is 
also taught in verse 20th-~^'But now is Christ risen 
from the dead, and become the first fruits of them that 
slept.'^ This proves that the Lord Jesus was the first 
who put on immortality. This sense of the passage is 
confirmed by verse 21st — ^''For since by man came death, 
by man came also the resurrection of the dead," Death 
is said to come by Adam, because he was the first who 
experienced it. In like manner the resurrection is said 
to come by Christ, because he was the first raised from 
the dead to life immortal. Elsewhere the apostle says, 
that Christ is the /rs^ tomtom the dead* These pas- 
sages clearly prove that Christ was the first, who arose 
from the grave to immortal life. But this cannot be 
true, if every man is raised at the moment of death* 
We must, therefore, conclude that your argument is 
founded upon false premises, or that the apostle was 
mistaken in his opinion.— -But the apostle, after having 
stated that Christ was the first fruits of the resurrection* 
informs us that men shall be raised afterwards, '^Christ 
the first fruits, afterwards they that are Christ's at his 
coming." This passage not only says, that Christ rose 
first, but it also says that men shall rise afterwards. 
No language can more clearly contradict your portion. 
Besides the apostle informs us, that those who are 
Chinst's, shall be raised at his coming. Now I will sub- 
mit it to you to determine whether this alludes to his 
first eomingt which is already past, or to h't^ future com- 
ing. But in either case, it shows that all men are not 
raised at the hour of death. Christ's coming must mean 
some particular time, and h^ce the r«sutt^cX\s^ ^^^xceiSiX 

£S * 
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take place at one time as much as at another. Again ; 
the apostle says, verses 51 st and 52d — "Behold, [ show 
jou a m jsterj ; we shall not all sleep, but we shall all 
be changed, in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, at 
the last trump ; for the trumpet shall sound, and the 
dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be chan- 
ged." Paul in this connexion by sleep means death. 
So when he says, *<we shall not all sleep, but we shall all 
be changed," his meaning is, we shall not all die a tempo- 
ral d«ath, but we shall all be changed from mortal to 
immortal beings. But when shall, this take place ? The 
passage shall answer. "At the last trump, the dead 
shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be chfinged." 
This then informs us, that when.the dead are raised to 
immortality, the saints who are alive on the earth, shall 
be changed to immortal beings. This truth is taught 
still more clearly, if possible, in 1 Thess.iv. 14, 15, 16, 
ir. "For if we believe that Jesus Christ died and rose 
again, even so them also which sleep in Jesus will God 
bring with him. For this we say unto you by the word 
of the Lord, that we which are alivet and remain unto 
the coming ofthe^ Lord, shall not prevent them which are 
asleep. For the Lord himself shall descend from hea- 
ven with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and 
with the trump of God. And the dead in Christ shall 
rise first. Then we which are alive, and remain, shall be 
caught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the 
Lord in the air. And so shall we ever be with the 
Lord." 

This passage teaches us that the resurrection is to 
take place at ChrisVs coming, which shows that all m.en 
are to be raised at some particular period. It further 
informs us, that, when the dead are raised, those which 
are alive on the earth, shall be changed, so. as to be able 
to ascend up into the clouds, and meet the Lord in the 
ain Here then we can appeal to plain matters of fact. 
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Has this time ever arrived ? Have those who are alive 
on the earth ever been changed to imroortai beings ? 
Have thej ever been able to ascend up and meet the 
Lord in the air? No roan will even pretend this. 
Then it is evident that the resurrection is a future event ; 
and consequently it cannot be a fact that every person 
is raised to immortality, at the death of the body. What 
has been offered is deemed more than sufficient to con- 
fute your position, that death and the resurrection are 
simultaneous events. 

But perhaps you will say, that I might have saved 
myself the labor of confuting a position which you have 
never advanced as your opinion. But why have you 
not advanced this position ? Your argument absolutely 
requires it. You are bound by all rules of reasoning to 
advance this position, or else abandon the inference you 
draw from it. It is of no use to you to 8ay» that im- 
mortality cannot suffer. It would be of no use to prove 
that immortality excludes all sufferings unless you prove 
also, that every person is raised to immortality at death. 
Suppose that immortal beings are incapable of pain, how 
does this prove that there is no misery beyond death P 
If men do not put on imn[kortality, until long after death, 
they may be miserable after death, and this misery may 
continue till the resurrection. 

Now we have already seen, that the resurrection is a 
future event. This completely saps the foundation of 
your argument. You say^ there can be no suffering in 
an immortal state. We admit it, and what follows? 
Not that there is no suffering after death; for as the 
resurrection is yet future, men may have suffered for 
hundreds or even thousands of years already, since their 
death, and their suffering may continue hundreds of 
jears to come, before they put on immortality. Now if 
you were able to prove, that there could be no suffering 
in an immortal state, it would yield you no assistance. 
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They may suffer in an intermediate state, if they do not 
after the resurrection. Though destroying one of your 
premises overthrows your conclusion as completely, as 
if both of youV premises were destroyed, still we shall 
not rest satisfied, till we have shown them both to be 
false. Having seen that your first position is void of 
foundation, let us now inquire into the truth of your 
other position, viz. That immortal beings cannot expt- 
rience steering. You frequently assert, that immor- 
tality cannot suffer. But we shall be better enabled to 
judge of the correctness of this assertion, when we shall 
have considered the subject maturely. 

In the first place, this declaration comes from you 
with a very ill grace. For you are in the habit, when 
pressed with any difficulty relative to a future retribu- 
tion, of saying, that we have no knowledge of a future 
state. Attempting to expose a future reward for virtue 
you say, " Why should we believe that divine wisdom, 
with an intention Jto engage us in the service of virtue, 
should place its reward in a future state of existence, in 
a world we know NOTHrNG of, froni which no traveller 
ever returned?^ Again, in the same connexion you say, 
'< But all this must be carried on in a secret place, out of 
sight of all the living ; and none to report it to us, only 
those who know nothing about if."* Agaid you say, 
« As amazed as any one muf be at my ignorance of a 
future state, I have no pride in pretending to know that 
of which I am totally ignorant After all tjiat has been 
said by our doctors of divinity on the subject of a future 
state, reason will acknowledge that they have no more 
knowledge concerning its particulars than an infant 
child J^i Once mora you say, what man's constitution 
in a future state will be, ^* I humbly conceive no living 
man knows or can know,X In these passages you assert, 

* Leotures, pp. 299, 300. t U. Mae. vol. iii. p. 131. 

t Ibid. p. 133. 
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that you know nothing of a future state, but arc total- 
ly ignorant of it Now it is aot a little surprising that 
a person who is so completely, so totally ignorant of a 
future state, should be so intimately acquainted with 
immortality^ as to know, that it necessarily excludes all 
suffering. When your system requires it, you know 
nothing at all about a future world ! But no sooner is 
the case altered so as to require more knowledge, than 
your former ignorance is .entirely forgotten/ and all at 
once you are so well acquainted with a future worlds 
and the texture of immortality, that you knowihat im- 
mortal beings can experience no suffering ! Bui where 
do you obtain your knowledge, that immortality cannot 
suffer ? No where. You say yourself, " For aught we 
know for certainty, sin may exist in a future states and 
may then be purged by the power of divine goodness, 
and yet we may now be enabled to prove this to be the 
case!"^ In this passage you confess that you know 
not, but that men may suffer condemnation for sin in a 
future state. .N&y> you confess that this may be the 
case^ though w^ are unable to grove it. 

Now after these numerous concessions, with what 
propriety can you assert that immortality excludes mise- 
sy? You lay it down with all the forcepf anaxiom^ 
that immortality cannot suffer*; and still you admit that 
the soul of man is immortal in ihis world, and experi** 
ences a great degree of suffering,' In fact you urge 
this as an argument to prove that men will not be pun- 
ished after death. Since men suffer so much mental 
agony in thisvstate, you think, it would be unjust to 
punish them beyond the grave ! Now this is giving up 
the whole force of the argument. For if the immortal 
soul suffers in this world, with what consistency can 
you assert, or even suggest, that immortality cannot 
suffer ? The soul you acknowledge is immortal here,t 

* U. Mag, vol. lU. p. J 86. t See Atoueift^tiC,Y^%^V^* 
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and of course, it can be no more than immortal in a fu- 
ture world. And if it suffers here, it may suffer there ; 
at least immortality will not prevent it. Now if your 
sentiment, that the immortal soul suffers here be true, 
then your statement, that immortality cannot suffer, 
must be false. But if the latter be true, then the former 
must be false. But as you constantly admit, and as 
your system requires that you should admit, that the 
soul is immortal in this state, and does experience mis- 
ery, it follows of course, that your position, that immor- 
tality cannot suffer, must be false. 

But perhaps you will say, that in the present world 
the soul is united with a sinful body, and this occasions 
the suffering which the soul feels ; bat in a future state, 
tha soul will be delivered from this corrupt b6dy, aiid 
consequently will be exempt from all misery or pain.— 
This is giving up the whole position at once. It is say- 
ing« that immortality does suffer in this world, and 
might suffer in the next, were it not separated from 
corruption or sin. This then is resting your system of 
immediate happiness, not upon the supposed fact, that 
immortality cannot suffer, but upon the circumstance, 
that men will then be free from sin. This is giving up 
the ground on which your argument is based. Bat no 
doubt you wish to inquire, whether the apostle does not 
declare that men shall be raised incorruptible^ as well as 
immortal. We answer yes— he says this of certain 
characters. But this again is deviating from the point. 
By referring to this scripture, you seem to admit that it 
is not from the simple fact, that men will be raised im- 
mortal, but from something else, that you would infer 
their happiness. The passage to which you refer shall 
be attended to in its proper place; but this is not its 
proper place. The simple inquiry before us is, whether 
immortality excludes all suffering. 
' On the subject of immortality, I conceive that many 
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people essentially err. The word immortality, simpljr 
denotes an eocemption from death, or an endless life* 
This terra has reference only to the endless continuance 
of existence. It has no reference to the character of 
the being, or to his situation, relative to happiiess or 
misery. An immortal being may be either virtuous or 
vicious, happy or miserable. We cannot prove that God 
is good or happy, from the fact that he is immortal. 
The soul you acknowledge is immortal here, and still 
you confess that it is sinful and unhappy. In a certain 
sense, every man is immortal in this world. He has an 
immortal soul. He may be immortal in another sense. 
You, Sir, contend that all things take place by divine 
appointment, or in other words, are as God predetermin- 
ed they should be; and consequently they could not 
have been otherwise.'*^ Now Adam, for instance, lived 
nine hundred years. And according to your views, it 
was the purpose of God that he should live to that advan- 
ced age; and it being the purpose of God that he should 
live thus long, it was impossible that he should have died 
before. During that period then, he was immortal. He 
was not subject to death ; it being as impossible for him 
to die, as it is for the purpose of God to fail. Now if 
the life of Adam had been protracted to ten thousand, or 
ten million of years, that would not have altered the 
principle. Or, if the Deity had been pleased to have 
continued him in being to eternity, the nature of his ex- 
istence would have been the same. The nature of his 
existence would not have been changed, if his life had 
been continued from period to period, and even to eter- 
nity. If we live for a limited period, we live not only 
by divine permission, but by divine support If we. live 
only for a limited period, we are upheld by God, and 
that continually. This is a troth you will readily ac- 
knowledge. Now if our lives are continued to eternity, 

* Atontment, pp. 31— 4K^. 
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this cannot alter the principle in the least. For surelj, 
if we cannot live for a limited period without being con- 
stantly upheld by God, we cannot expect to live tbrougli 
eternity, independent of his support* St. Paul is ft con- 
nexion where he was treating of a-future> as weU^ai^ tiie 
present life, says, "In him we lite, and move, ana^ have 
our being."* 

But you seem to speak of immortality, as thoogfa it 
were a certain substance, which if once given to men, 
they would always possess ; or in other words, as though 
the Deity in a future state would give man a tonstitiL- 
tion, which would continue itself in being to eternity, 
without, the upholding or supporting hand ofGod;— Ttiil 
notion, I conceive, is contrary both to scripture and rea- 
son. The sacred writers plainly teach us that our- pre* 
sent and future existence depends constantly upon Ood. 
Our Savior when teaching a future life, says to hia disci* 
pies, ^'Because I live, ye shall live aUo.'t This passage 
teaches us that we shall live in a future state by? the turn* 
slant support of Christ, as agent of the Father. The saints 
shall live, because Christ lives* But if the constitution 
given us in a future state, be immortal from its very 
nature, so as to require no support from Gcd, or hit Sod 
Jesus Christ, there can be no propriety in the declaration' 
of our Lord ; for on your view of the sufbjiaQt, tf meii 
are once raised to a future life, tiiey would' live to - etoy 
nity, though Christ should not. Our Lord cdn&nns tins 
interpretation, in the same connexion, by' ^}i3ig,'<4E-aBi 
the vine, and ye are the branches.":^ Branohea* wb aU 
know, are constantly dependent upon the ' vine^r The 
branches live, not because the vine gives them an exist* 
ence utrhich will continue them in being withmit support 
from the vine, but because the vine constantly noorishea 
and supports them. Without thia support from tiie vine» 
the branches will soon perish. The branches liiw by 

* Acts, xvii. 28. t 3<]!hnvTvv« \^» \I^b&^xv. 5. 
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being constantly supported by the vine. This is a just 
representation of our future life. It is a representa* 
tion given by our Savior himself. Our future life will 
be endless, not because Grod will gire us a constitution 
which will necessarily continue us in being to eterni^, 
and render us independent of the divine Being, but be- 
cause the Deity will be pleased by the constant exercise 
of his power, to continue our lives to endless ages. 

This is the view of immortality which the scriptures 
hold forth, and this view is consonant with reason and 
philosophy* It would be absurd to suppose, that at the 
resurrection, God will give his creatures a nature, which 
will render them independent of him to eternity. It is 
a false philosophy which teaches us that Ood put all 
things in motion, and gave them such powers as render 
them independent of himself for ever. It is unnatural 
to suppose that, when every thing else is active, the 
Deity has nothing to perform, and is only an idle spec- 
tator of the scene. '* It has been the opinion of many 
of the wisest and best philosophers," says a learned 
writer, " that the laws of nature are not only the ap- 
pointment, but the actual agency and immediate energy 
of the divine Being himself, exerting itself according 
to certain stated rules which infinite wisdom has pre- 
scribed." The same writer quotes the immortal New- 
ton, together with Drs, Price and Priestley, to substan- 
tiate this principle.* These distinguished philosophers 
unitedly contend, that every cause and every effect de- 
pend upon the immediate aiid constant exercise of the 
power and mercy of the divine Being* 

Thus we see that the common sense and the most 
learned philosophy of man concur with the scriptures, 
in teaching us, that every cause and effect depend upon 
the constant exercise of the power and energy of God. 

* See Belsham^B Evidences of Revealed Reli^ioio^ ^V* \&^\^. 
See also Farmer on Miracles. " ^ 

£4 



gyO LETTER VIII. 

This being established, it is miUHfest that immortalif/ 
does not form an exceptioa to this rule. Naj» we have 
already seen that this doctrine is clearlj taught by the 
divine Teacher. Hence we are to consider the immor- 
talitj of man in this point of view, viz. not that God 
gives us a constitution which is in and of itself incapa- 
ble of decaj) but that our lives will be continued bj the 
constant, the uninterrupted agency of the Deitj. 

This view of the subject will entirely obviate an ob- 
jection, which is frequently made to our views, viz. If 
immortality suffers, it will finally decay and pensh-^ 
which is a solecism. This will also enable us to see 
how an immortal soul can suffer in this world. Now if 
we regard our endless existence as proceeding from tlie 
continued energy of the divine Being, and not from an 
organic system with which we shall be clothed, we can 
easily perceive, that men may suffer in an iroflmrtal 
state, and their existence may continue to eternity. It 
is the height of presumption in any man, especially in 
one who admits that the immortal suffers in this worldt 
and who knows nothing about a future worlds to say that 
immortality cannot suffer. That Being who gives ^ns 
immortality, can easily make us susceptible of paii in 
that state. 

We have now examined your position, that immortd 
beings cannot endure pain, and have seen that it is un- 
founded. We have seen from the nature of an endlfsf 
existence, tJkat misery is by no means excluded. We haV% 
also seen that you acknowledge that immortality does 
suffer in this world ; and since you confess that yoq 
know nothing of a future wprld, you cannot maintain 
your position, without the greatest inconsistency and 
contradiction. We have now considered the premises 
from which you draw your inference that there can be 
no misery after death. We have seen that, instead of 
each man's bsing raised at death« the scriptures assure 
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us that the resurrection is a future event. And instead 
of immortalitj's excluding pain, we have seen that the 
reverse of this is taught in the scriptures. In a word> 
we have seen that one of your premises you dare not even 
state^ and the other jou acknowledge to be unfounded. 
Now mW JOU continue to make use of an argument, the 
foundation of which jou acknowledge to be false ? Will 
you impose upon the pubiic, by reasoning from prin- 
ciples which have no existence in truth ? We have seen 
that your favorite argument is entirely destitute of 
foundation, and by relying upon this argument in future, 
you will only show the weakness of your cause. 

But you say that the apostle in 1st Corinthians, 15th 
chapter, teaches us that men will be raised not only 
immortal, but ineorhtptible and glorious. This passage 
will require consideration. In the first place^ I will 
remark, that this passage does not favor your scheme in 
the least. For as you do not assert, and as you cannot 
prove, that all men are raised to immortality at death, 
this passage furnishes you with no evidence, that men 
will be happy before they are raised to this immortal, 
glorious state. But in reality it implies the contrary. 
You maintain that men are saved by being raised immor- 
tal and glorious. This is saying, that they are not saved 
until they are tlius raised; and as you contend that 
there is no medium between the mortal and immortal 
man,"* it follows from hence, that they are unhappy after 
death until the resurrection. And as the resurrection is 
a future event, the old world, for example, nri^y now be 
io misery. Thus we see that 1st Cor. 15th chapter, fur- 
nishes a complete confutation of your * system. You 
may urge this portion of scripture against us, but you do 
it at your peril. And surely your case must be despe- 
rate, if you are disposed to sacrifice others on the altar 
of your own destruction. '*' 

• See U. Mag. Vol. IV. p. 152. ^y,: 
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But in relation to the resurrection as taught in Ut 
Cor. XV. let it be observed ;— -we have already seen od 
the authority of Christ and his apostles, that some are 
raised jttsi, and some unjust^ some come forward U^Uftf 
and some to condemnation. Now whatever the apostle 
means in the passage in question, it is manifest, that he 
did not mean to contradict what he and the other sacred 
writers have said elsewhere. We acknowledge that 
when the apostle says, it is raised in incorruption, glorj, 
and power, he means that the subject thus raised, ia 
brought to the enjoyment of happiness. But the qoes- 
tion is, whether all men are first nused to that happy 
state. Christ, as we have already seen, says, that some 
shall come forth to damnation. And if we attend to flie 
passage in question, it will be seen that Paul's language 
is in perfect accordance therewith. I conceive that the 
description which the apostle gives of the resurrectioiif 
applies only to the saints in this passage. 

But you will probably say, that the apostle says, vent 
22d,-~«For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall 
all be made alive." We readily admit that this ptssags 
applies to all men. But what does the apostle say ia the 
very next verse? '<But every man in his own order; 
Christ the first fruits ; afterward they that are Christ's at 
his coming." Here we learn« not that all men will be rai- 
sed alike to happiness at th& same time, but that there 
will be a difference. "Every man in his own order J^ It ia 
evident that the apostle meant to make a distinction 
among those raised from the dead. But if all are alike 
raised to enjoyment, there is no order, no distinction. 
The first order mentioned by the apostle is, **They that 
are ChrisVs at his coming." This implies that all 
are not his. It woujd be absurd to say, that those who 
are Chri8t\ would be raised next, if all men were his. 
It is true however, that there is a sense in which ail are 
Christ's. They are all his by redemption. But charac- 
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teristical] J they are not all his. Paul 8aj8» '*Now If any 
man have not the. spirit of Christ, he is none of Ais."* 
Here we see on the authority of the same apostle, that 
there is a sense in which the wicked are not Christ's. 
So by those who are ChrisVs at his coming^ we are to 
understand believers, and believers only. This is the 
first order. The apostle teaches the same doctrine in 
Ist Thess. iv. 16, a passage which we have already quo- 
ted. There the apostle says, "The dead in Christ shal 
rise first." By the dead in Christy in this passage, Paul 
means the same as he does in the other passage by those 
who are ChrisVs, It is manifest that by the dead in 
Christy Paul means believers. Paul when writing to the 
same church, use? the phrase, in Christ, to signify to 
become Christians. "If any man be in Christ, he is a 
new creature."t Hence it is evident that by the dead 
in Christ, the apostle means believers. The apostle 
says, "The dead in Christ shall rise first." We cannot 
suppose that the apostle means all men by the dead in 
Christ, for it would be absurd to say of all roen^ that they 
shall rise first. This passage then, confirms the inter- 
pretation we have given of 1 Cor. xv. £3. One passage 
asserts ihtii those who are ChrisVs, shall be thej^rs^ or- 
der of the resurrection ; the other asserts that the dead 
in Christ shall rise first. And both of these passsges 
assure us that the apostle was not speaking of all men, 
but only of believers. 

But if all men are to be raised to immortal, happy 
life, at the same time, where is the order of which the 
apostle speaks ? And if all men are raised to immortal 
happiness at once, how could the apostle say, that the 
saints shall rise first? Perhaps you will say, that th<& 
order to which the apostle alluded, was between Christ 
and mankind ; for Christ is spoken of as the first fruits. 

• Rom. viii. 9. t t Cor. v. 17. 

24* 
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To this I answer, Paul waa speaking of the resurreetioi 
of mankind, and not of the resurrection of Christ. He 
mentions Christ's resurrection, it is true, but he men* 
tions it onlj to show, that mankind shall be raised. Id 
the preceding verse he says, "As in Adam all die, even 
so in Christ shall all be made alive." Here jou will 
perceive that the apostle was speaking, not of Christ's 
being made alive, but of mankind^s being made alive bj 
Christ. It was of mankind therefore, that the apostle 
was speaking, and consequently the order roentioaed 
related to mankind. Thus we see that St* Paul mikes 
a distinction in the resurrection. Believers are the first 
order, or as he expresses it in the other passage, thej 
shall rise first. This is clearly taught in verse 2dd. He 
then, by way of parenthesis, in the £4th, 25th, 86th, 
27th and 28th verses, speaks of the rest of mankind, or 
the other order, and gives us to understand, that thej 
also will be brought in before the end of. the mediato- 
rial reign.* The apostle in the 29th verse resumes tke 
subject of whi^h he was treating in verse 23d, .and cos- 
tinues speaking of believers only through the rest of the 
chapter. 

Here then we have a view of the whole subject. In 
verse 22d, Paul assures us that all men shall be raised 
to life ; in verse 23d he tells us, that they shall not sU 
be raised to happiness at the same time, but. every mtn 
in his own order. He also tells us in this verse that 
believers will be the first order. Here then believers is 
the subject introduced. From verse 24th to 28th inchi- 
sive, he, by way of parenthesis, speaks, of the other 
order, viz. unbelievers. And then in verse 29th, re- 
sumes the subject of believers which was introduced in 
the 2dd, and so continues through the remainder of the 
chapter to speak of believers, and believers only. Frpm 

* See Dr. Chauncej^9 interpretation of the pafiage, Salyttion 
of all Men, pp. 202—208. 
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and of course, it can be no more than immortal in a fu- 
ture world. And if it suffers here, it maj suffer there ; 
at least immortality will not prevent it. Now if your 
sentiment, that the immortal soul suffers here be true, 
then your statement, that immortality cannot suffer, 
must be false. But if the latter be true, then the former 
must be false. But as jou constantly admit, and as 
your system requires that you should admit, that the 
soul is immortal in this state, and does experience mis- 
ery, it follows of course, that your position, that immor- 
tality cannot suffer, must be false. 

But perhaps you will say, that in the present world 
the soul is united with a sinful body, and this occasions 
the suffering which the soul feels ; but in a future state, 
the soul will be delivered from this corrupt body, and 
consequently will be exempt from all misery or pain.— 
This is giving up the whole position at once. It is say- 
ing, that immortality does suffer in this world, and 
might suffer in the next, were it not separated from 
corruption or sin. This then is resting your system of 
immediate happiness, not upon the supposed fact, that 
immortality cannot suffer, but upon the circumstance, 
that men will then be free from sin. This is giving up 
the ground on which your argument is based. Bat no 
doubt you wish to inquire, whether the apostle does not 
declare that men shall be raised incorruptible^ as well as 
immortal. We answer yes — he says this of certain 
characters. But this again is deviating from the point. 
By referring to this scripture, you seem to admit that it 
is not from the simple fact, that men will be raised im- 
mortal, but from something else, that you would infer 
their happiness. The passage to which you refer shall 
be attended to in its proper place ; but this is not its 
proper place. The simple inquiry before us is, whether 
immortality excludes all suffering. 
* On the subject of immortality, I conceive that many 
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people essentially err. The word immortality, simply 
denotes an exemption from death, or an endless life* 
This term has reference only to the endless continuance 
of existence. It has no reference to the character of 
the being, or to his situation, relative to happiaess or 
misery. An immortal being may be either virtuous or 
vicious, happy or miserable. We cannot prove that God 
is good or happy, from the fact that he is immortal. 
The soul you acknowledge is immortal here, and still 
you confess that it is sinful and unhappy. In a certain 
sense, every man is immortal in this world. He has an 
immortal soul. He may be immortal in i^nother sense. 
You, Sir, contend that all things take place by divine 
appointment, or in other words, are as God predetermin- 
ed they should be; and consequently they could not 
have been otherwise.^^ Now Adam, for instance^ lived 
nine hundred years. And according to your views, it 
was the purpose of God that he should live to that advan- 
ced age; and it being the purpose of God that he should 
live thus long, it was impossible that he should have died 
before. During that period then, he was immortal. He 
was not subject to death ; it being as impossible for him 
to die, as it is for the purpose of God to fail. Now if 
the life of Adam had been protracted to ten thousand, or 
ten million of years, that would not have altered the 
principle. Or, if the Deity had been pleased to have 
continued him in being to eternity, the nature of his ex- 
istence would have been the same. The nature of his 
existence would not have been changed, if his life had 
been continued from period to period, and even to eter- 
nity. If we live for a limited period, we live not only 
by divine permission, but by divine support If we live 
only for a limited period, we are upheld by God, and 
that continually. This is a truth you will readily ac- 
knowledge. Now if our lives are continued to eternity, 

* AtoDtment, pp. ^'— 4K^. 
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This being established^ it is m^nHest that immortality 
does not form an exception to this rule. Naj^ we havd 
already seen that this doctrine is clearly taught bj the 
divine Teacher. Hence we are to consider the immor- 
talitj of man in this point of view, viz. not that God 
gives us a constitution which is in and of itself incapa- 
ble of decaj) but that our lives will be continued bj the 
constant, the uninterrupted agency of the Deity. 

This view of the subject will entirely obviate an ob- 
jection, which is frequently made to our views, viz. If 
immortality suffers, it will finally decay and perish**- 
which is a solecism. This will also enable as to see 
how an immortal soul can suffer in this world. Now if 
we regard our endless existence as proceeding from the 
continued energy of the divine Being, and not from an 
organic system with which we shall be clothed, we can 
easily perceive, that men may suffer in an iroar»rtal 
state, and their existence may continue to eternity. It 
is the height of presumption in any man, especially in 
one who admits that the immortal suffers in this worldt 
and who knows nothing at>out a future world, to say that 
immortality cannot suffer. That Being who gives us 
immortality, can easily make us susceptible of paivi in 
that state. 

We have now examined your position, that immortd 
beings cannot endure pain, and have seen that it is un- 
founded. We have seen from the nature of an endli^s 
existence, tkat misery is by no means excluded. WebaVoi 
also seen that you acknowledge that immortality does 
suffer in this world ; and since you confess that yon 
know nothing of a future W9rld, you cannot maintain 
your position, without the greatest inconsistency and 
contradiction. We have now considered the premises 
from which you draw your inference that there can be 
no misery after death. We have seen that, instead of 
each man's teiDg raUed at deaths the scriptures assure 
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us that the resurrection is a future event. And instead 
of immortality's excluding pain, we have seen that the 
reverse of this is taught in the scriptures. In a word, 
we have seen that one of your premises you dare not even 
state^ and the other you acknowledge to be unfounded. 
Now vrili you continue to make use of an argument, the 
foundation of which you acknowledge to be false ? Will 
you impose upon the public, by reasoning from prin- 
ciples which have no existence in truth ? We have seen 
that your favorite argument is entirely destitute of 
foundation, and by relying upon this argument in future, 
you will only show the weakness of your cause. 

But you say that the apostle in 1st Corinthians, 15th 
chapter, teaches us that men will be raised not only 
immortal, but ineorfupHble and glorious. This passage 
will require consideration. In the first place, I will 
remark, that this passage does not favor your scheme in 
the least For as you do not assert, and as you cannot 
prove, that all men are raised to immortality at death, 
this passage furnishes you with no evidence, that men 
will be happy before they are raised to this immortal, 
glorious state. But in reality it implies the contrary. 
You maintain that men are saved by being raised immor- 
tal and glorious. This is saying, that they are not saved 
until they are thus raised ; and as you contend that 
there is no medium between the mortal and immortal 
man,^it follows from hence, that they are unhappy after 
death until the resurrection. And as the resurrection is 
a future event, the old world, for example, nfiay now be 
in misery. Thus we see that 1st Cor. 15th chapter, fur- 
nishes a complete confutation of your vjrstem. You 
may urge this portion of scripture against us, but you do 
it at your peril. And surely your case must be despe- 
rate, if you are disposed to sacrifice others on the altar 
of your own destruction. 
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But in relation to the resurrection as taught in Ist 
Cor. XT. let it be observed ;«— we have already seen on 
the authority of Christ and his apostles, that some are 
raised jtts^, and some unjust, some come forward to life, 
and some to condemnation. Now whatever the apostle 
means in the passage in question, it is manifest, that he 
did not mean to contradict what he and the other sacred 
writers have said elsewhere. We acknowledge that 
when the apostle sajs,it is raised in incorruption» glorj, 
and power, he means that the subject thus raised, is 
brought to the enjoyment of happiness. But the ques- 
tion is, whether aU men are first raised to that happy 
state. Christ, as we have already seen, says, that some 
shall come forth to damnation. And if we attend to the 
passage in question, it will be seen that Paul's language 
is in perfect accordance therewith. I conceive that the 
description which the apostle gives of the resurrection, 
applies only to the saints in this passage. 

But you will probably say, that the apostle says, verse 
22d, — *'For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall 
all be made alive." We readily admit that this passage 
applies to all men. But what does the apostle say in the 
very next verse? '<But every man in his own order; 
Christ the first fruits ; afterward they that are Christ's at 
his coming." Here we learn« not that all men will be rai- 
sed alike to happiness at the> same time, but that there 
will be a difference. <*£very man in his own order J^ It is 
evident that the spostle meant to make a distinction 
among those raised from the dead. But if all are alike 
raised to enjoyment, there is no order, no distinction. 
The first order mentioned by the apostle is, <<They that 
are ChrUVs at his coming." This implies that all 
are not his. It would be absurd to say, that those who 
are Christ^ would be raised next, if all men were tus. 
It is true however, that there is a sense in which all are 
Christ's. They are all his by redemption. But charac- 



LETTER VIII. 873 

teristically they are Dot all his. Paul sajs, "Now if any 
man have not the spirit of Christy he is none of Ais."* 
Here we see on the authority of the same apostle, that 
there is a sense in which the wicked are not Christ's. 
So by those who are ChrisVs at his coming^ we are to 
understand believers, and believers only. This is the 
first order. The apostle teaches the same doctrine in 
1st Thess. iv. 16, a passage which we have already quo- 
ted. There the apostle says, "The dead in Christ shal 
rise first." By the dead in Christ, in this passage, Paul 
means the same as he does in the other passage by those 
vcho are Christ^s. It is manifest that by the dead in 
Christy Paul means believers. Paul whea writing to the 
same church, use9 the phrase, in Christ, to signify to 
become Christians. "If any man be in Christ, he is a 
new creature."! Hence it is evident that by the dead 
in Christ, the apostle means believers. The apostle 
says, "The dead in Christ shall rise first" We cannot 
suppose that the apostle means all men by the dead in 
Christ, for it would be absurd to say of all men, that they 
shall rise first. This passage then, confirms the inter- 
pretation we have given of 1 Cor. xv. 23. One passage 
asserts that tftose who are Christ\ shall be the^rs^ or- 
der of the resurrection ; the other asserts that the dead 
in Christ shall rise first. And both of these passages 
assure us that the apostle was not speaking of all men, 
but only of believers. 

But if all men are to be raised to immortal, happy 
life, at the same time, where is the order of which the 
apostle speaks ? And if all men are raised to immortal 
happiness at once, how could the apostle say, that the 
saints shall rise first? Perhaps you will say, that tke 
order to which the apostle alluded, was between Christ 
and mankind ; for Christ is spoken of as the first fruits. 

• Rom. vui. 9. t t Cor. v. 17. 
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To thig I answer) Pavl was speaking of the resunrection 
of mankind, and not of the resurrection of Christ. He 
mentions Christ's resurrection, it is true, but he men* 
tions it onlj to show, that mankind shall be raised. In 
the preceding verse he says, "As in Adam all die, even 
so in Christ shall all be made alive." Here you will 
perceiva that the apostle was speaking, not of Christ's 
being made alive, but of mankind^s being made alive by 
Christ. It was of mankind therefore, that the apostle 
was. speaking, and consequently the order mentioned 
related to mankind. Thus we see that St Paul makes 
a distinction in the resurrection. Believers are the first 
t>rder, or as he expresses it in the other passage, they 
shall rise first. This is clearly taught in verse 2Sd. He 
then, by way of parenthesis, in the S4th, 25th, 26th, 
27th and 28th verses^ speaks of the rest of mankind, or 
the other order, and gives us to understand, that they 
also will be brought in before the end of the mediato- 
rial reign.^ The apostle in the 29th verse resumes the 
subject of whi^h be was treating in verse 2Sd«.and con- 
tinues speaking of believers only through the rest of the 
chapter. 

Here then we have , a view of the whole aubjecfci In 
verse 22d, Paul assures, us that aZI men shall be raised 
to life ; in verse 23d he tells us, that they shall not sH 
be raised to happiness at the same time, but. every nsD 
in his own order. He also tells u» in this verse that 
believers will be the first order. Here then believers is 
the subject introduced* From verse 24th ta 28th indfl- 
sive, he, by way of parenthesis, speaks of. the other 
order, viz. unbelievers. And then in verse 29th^ re- 
sumes the subject of believers which was introduced in 
the 23d, and so continues through the remainder of the 
. chapter to speak of believers, and believers only. Frqm 

=» See Dr. Chauncej^e interpretation of the paiiage. Salvation 
of all Men, pp. 202—208. 
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verie S9th to 41 inclusive, he makes several remarks 
upon the subject of the resurrection, and then at the 
'42d verse commences a particular description of the 
resurrection of the righteous. 

But probably you will ask whether I do not believe 
that all men will enjoy immortality and glory ? I an« 
swer, yes. I believe with the apostle that all men shall 
be made alive, but with him I believe also, that believers 
and unbelievers will be raised in their own order. And 
for the sake of the case, I will aidmit that the descrip- 
tion given of the resurrection in the 42d and following 
verses, applies to all men ; (and in fact I believe it 
does in principle,) it does not hence follow that all will 
be brought to this enjoyment at the same time. The 
case would then stand thus, in the 42d and following 
verses, Paul speaks of the process of the resurrection, 
but he has guarded us against any mistake here, by 
telling us, verse 2dd, that every man should be raised 
in his own order. 

The view of the subject we have now given, makes 
this passage harmonize with other passages of scripture. 
But on your interpretation this harmony is destroyed. 
And granting your interpretation to be true, it yields 
you no assistance, as we have already seen. 

Before we dismiss the subject of this objection, we 
will notice one passage more, which you frequently 
bring into view, when treating upon this subject. The 
passage is found In Luke xx. 34, 35, 36. ** And Jesus 
answering, said unto them. The children of this world 
marry, and are given in marriage ; but they which shall 
be accounted worthy to obtain that world, and the resur- 
rection from the dead, neither marry nor are given in 
marriage ; neither can they die any more ; for they are 
equal to the angels ; and are the children of Ood, being 
the children of the resurrection." Two remarks upon 
this passage will show how little- it is to your purpose. 
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I. Thei*e is no intimation in the passage that this resur- 
rection takes place at death ; and so it does not answer 
TOur purpose, as men may suffer after death in an inter- 
mediate state. £. Though jou apply this passage to all 
men alike/ there is no intimation in the text or its con- 
nexion, that it is designed to apply to all men. Does 
this passage prove that all men will exist beyond death? 
You yourself will not pretend it. If this was the only 
passage which sppaks of a future state, no one could 
prove that all will exist beyond the grave. Now it 
would be palpably absurd to say, that a passage which \ 
does not prove that all men will exist after death, proves 
that all men will enjoy equal happiness in that state. . 
The passage itself plainly implies that a part only will ' 
enjoy that blessing. When our Savior says, « they 
which shall be accounted worthy'* to obtain that world,' 
he virtually says that all shall not be accounted worthy^ 
and of course will not obtain it If this favor was to 
be enjoyed equally by all, at the same time, there would 
be no propriety in making the distinction which we find 
in the passage. We cannot interpret this text agreeable 
to just rules, without admitting that it applies to the 
righteous only. We have now finished what we had to 
offer upon the subject embraced in this objection. If 
you think our remarks have been extended to an unne- 
cessary length, we have our apology in the great stress 
you lay upon this point. Now, sir, interpret the 1st Cor. 
XV. as we have done, and it furnishes an argument in 
our favor. But if to oppose our views, you contend for 
a different interpretation, you do it at the e^fpense of 
your own system. As you cannot prove that all men 
are to be raised at the moment of death, you cannot 
give a construction to this portion of scripture, which 
does not entirely overthrow youl* scheme. 

* Lectures, p. 362. 
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We will now consider several objections which you 
make to a future retribution^ not so much because we 
consider them of weighty as because they are so fre- 
quently made use of by the abettors of your system. 
As I regard these objections of but little consequence, I 
shall treat them with brevity. 

You sometimes object to future punishment in these 
words : " If we reason correctly, when we argue that 
there must be a future state of retribution in order to 
cure the crimes committed in this state, why will it not 
be necessary that a state of retribution beyond the next, 
i>e instituted to cure the crimes committed in the next ? 
And why do we not in this way, prove the doctrine of 
endless sin and misery.?"* This objection briefly stated 
ia this s If men are punished in a future state for crimes 
tommitted . in this, they must be punished in a third 
state, for the crimes committed in the second, and so on 
to eternity. Now the whole strength of this objection 
rests upon this principle, viz. Aat punishment is not 
salutary^hut vindictive^ a principle in which neither of 
us bielieve. Hence you cannot urge this objection with- 
out rejecting your own favorite opinion. Besides, this 
objection weighs as much against your theory as against 
mine. You believe that men are punished in this world 
during a period of time, for crimes committed in a pre- 
ceding period. Hence this objection can be urged against 
you, thus : If men are punished during one period for 
crimes committed in a preceding period, they must be 
punished a third period for crimes committed in the 
second, and a fourth, for crimes committed in the third, 
and so on to eternity. Now, sir, when you can reconcile 
this objection with your own system, you will then have 
exploded your own objection. 

Again; you object to future punishment on the 

* U. IVIagazlDe, vol. III. p. 139* 
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ground that civil government and human laws are or- 
dained by God, and still the penalties of human laws 
are confined to this world. After stating that human 
laws are ordained by God, and the penalties are confi- 
ned to this state, you say, ^<Now if all this, which is as 
plain as any thing in the scriptures, be granted, what 
room is there for the supposition that the penalty due to 
transgression, is punishment in the future eteroil 
world P"* Though this objection has, in principle, been 
answered in a preceding Letter, I will in addition ofBtf 
the following. Human governments are either a perfect 
transcript of the divine government, or they are not If 
they are not, then the circumstance thiit human penal* 
ties are confined to this world, is nothing to your pur- 
pose. For though human governments do not puniib 
men after death, the divine government may. But ii 
human governments are a perfect transcript of the di* 
vine, as they must be to answer your purpose, then some 
men under the divine government will assuredly escape 
all punishment, and others will be punished unjustly j 
for you will acknowledge that this is frequently the case 
under human governments. Besides, if human govern- 
ments are a perfect transcript of the divine, then human 
governments supersede the necessity ef the divine; 
then there is no government but human, so when anar- 
chy prevails in any nation, there is no government at all 
to take cognizance of the actions of men ! ! Thus ii 
your argument false in principle, and dangerous in its 
influence. But as weak and corrupt as it is, we find 
you frequently bringing it forward. Thus you say, "Let 
us look around us, and see if prisons, dungeons, and 
gallows, are not a sufficient argument to prove that the 
wicke^ are recompensed in the earth."t Accordng to 
this statement, if men are not confined in prison, hung 
upon the gallows, or punished in any other way by civil 

• Lectures, p. 9. t Lect. p. 304. 
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power, tbej are not panished at all, how guiltj soever 
thej may be. 

Again ; jou tell us that temporal rewards are suffi- 
cient to stimulate us to religion and virtue.^ But how 
are thejr sufficient? Do thej actually produce this 
effect? Are all men religious and virtuous? No one 
will pretend this. And to say that any cause is suffici- 
ent to produce an effect, which it does not produce^ 
looks a little like a contradiction. 

Again ; You object to a future retribution by saying, 
*'That Christ came into this world, to save us in anotheVf 
is contrary to all the representations which are found in 
tlie scripture."t A few remarks will show, that this 
statement is hasty and unfounded. You will admit that 
Christ came into this world to save us from sin. i)ut is 
this salvation effected in this world ? You will not even 
pretend it« You frequently assert, as we have already 
seen, that men are saved by the resurrection. But does 
the resurrection to immortality take place in this life? 
The absurdity of the supposition is manifest. So it is 
evident, that Christ saves sinners in a future state. Now 
if Christ does not save men in another state, some will 
not be saved at all. The heathen who never hear of 
Christ, cannot be saved by him in this world. They 
must therefore be saved by Christ in a future state, if 
they are saved at all. You must then give up your be- 
lief in Universal Salvation, or acknowledge that this 
objection has no weight. 

Another objection to a future retribution is contained 
ia these words — "If one sows grain in a field in New- 
England, it follows of natural consequence that the 
harvest will be gathered from the same field ; but there 
appears to be no natural connexion, as between cause 
and effect, between sowing grain in this country, and 
gathering a harvest from it in Europe. St. Paul says, 

• Lect. p. 301. ^ \\>\^,^*\^» 
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•He that sowcth to the flesh, shall of the fle&h reap cor- 
ruption.' This seems perfectly natural, because 'what- 
soever a man soweth, that shall he also reap.* But to 
argue that corruption may be gathered from an incor- 
ruptible state, is to argue against the very nature of 
things.'** 

This passage seems to present several distinct ideas; 
One Is, that immortality cannot suffer, which has been 
already examined. Another distinct part of the argu- 
ment is contained in the passage of scripture, **he that 
soweth to the flesh, shall of the flesh reap corruption." 
Because this passage says that they shall reap corrup- 
tion of the flesh, you conclude that it must be in this 
state of existence. Now if all this should be granted, it 
would not oppose our views. Because men are punish- 
ed in this world, it does not follow that they will not be 
in the future. But it is nDt certain that the term jlesft, i* 
here used literally. The word flesh is frequently used 
to signify sin or sinful dispositions. This is probably 
its meaning in this passage. But your argument re- 
quires that the word flesh should be used literally to 
signify the corporeal body. Now the word flesh in this 
passage must be used figuratively, or it must not If 
it is used figuratively, the passage is nothing to yonr 
purpose. For the text would then read in sentiment, if 
men are sinful, they shall reap their reward from sin. 
The passage would then teach that sin shall be punished 
without any reference to time or place. But if the word 
flesh is used literally to signify the corporeal body, then 
sowing to the flesh, is doing tilings in obedience to the 
wants and necessities of the body; then any thing 
which is done to satisfy the wants of the body, is sinful, 
and will be punished. Even if we labor industriously 
to clothe our bodies, or to procure food for their subsist- 
ence, we sow to the flesh ; we commit sin, and shall 
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sorely be punished,; Thus, Sir, yon reap absardity nitik- 
er than advantage from your argument. 

Too attempt to support your interpretation of the 
passage, by saying, <*There appears to be no connexion* 
between sowing grain in this country, and reaping- a hkr* 
vest from it in Europe. But if we sow grain in a field 
in New England, we shall of natural consequence reap 
the hanrest from the same field."— Now this statement,' 
though true relative to agriculture, does not justly apply 
to the case before us. You say there is no connexion 
between sowing grain in this country, and reaping the 
harvest in Europe. True— and for this good reason'; 
the field in this country and the field in Europe are not 
one and the same identical field. They are two distinct 
and separate fields, having no relation to each other.' 
But will you say the same relative to present and fu- 
ture existence ? Will you admit that an individual in 
this life^ and the same individual in a future life, are as 
distinct from each other, as one field in America, and 
another in Europe ? that they are two distinct intelli- 
gent beings ? Dare jou assert that Paul, for instance, 
in a future state, is another being totally distinct from 
what he was here, having no more relation to what he 
was in this world, than there is between the two fields 
abovementioned ? If you will not admit this, you acknow- 
ledge that your argument is foreign to the point, and so 
amounts to nothing. And if you do admit it, you es- 
pouse a cause which is no other than infidelity in dis- 
guise. 

Since you have borrowed your figures from agricul- 
ture, and since the apostle uses sowing and reaping to 
represent our actions and their reward, let us for a mo- 
ment look at the process of raising grain. Do we, as 
your system requires, sow grain, and reap the harvest in 
tike very act of Mowing 9 Or do we not, as our system 
requires, sow the grain, and then wait a (erlnd l<^t >SMt 

d5 



% -^■' 



harvest? Let the experience of husbandmen answer 
the question. 

Another method which you adopt to avoid a future 
punishment for a part of mankind, is to represent all 
men equally guilty. If you do not state this in express 
words, still you use language which naturally gives this 
impression. At one time you represent all ^'whose la- 
bors have been in the ministry from the highest prelate 
down to the lay preacher," as equally guilty.* At an- 
other lime you represent a ^'company of meek and hum- 
hk believers in Jesus," and a ^'company of profane 
eailors,^^ as being alike pious in the sight of God.t But 
does this description correspond with the scripture ac- 
count? Do the sacred writers represent all men as 
possessing one and the same character? or rather do 
they not divide mankind into two classes, the righteous 
and the wicked ? It is so evident that the scriptures 
speak of two classes, the righteous and the wicked^ that 
you admit the distinction. But you attempt to do away 
its force by pretending that they are both found in the 
same individual at the same tim^ I You say, '^We find 
the righteous and the wicked in the same individuAl — 
Yes — in the same man and at the same time, we find the 
righteous and the wicked, 'him that serveth God, and 
him that serveth him not.' "1 We readilv admit that 
the same individual may be wicked at one period of 
his life, and righteous at another. When the evil dispo- 
sition predominates, he is, in scripture phraseology, de- 
nominated wicked ; and when the good disposition pre- 
dominates, he is denominated righteous. But to assert 
as you do, that the righteous and wicked are in the same 
man at the same time,h not interpreting, but destroying 
the scriptures. You make the righteous and the wicked 
not individuals, but simply abstract principles or charac- 

* Notef> on the Parable^ pp. 18> 19, SO. t Leetareti p« SOI. 
f lectures, p. 292. 
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ters. But what numerous absurdities does this princi- 
ple involve ! If the righteous and the wicked signify 
not persons, but abstract characters, as thej must on 
jQur interpretation of these terms, then the individual 
experiences neither happiness nor miserj ; for when the 
sacred writers saj that the righteous shall enjoy happi- 
ness, and the wicked experience misery, we must con- 
clude that the individual has nothing to do with either ; 
the one being enjoyed by the good principle, and the 
other endured by the bad ! ! 

Brides, it is a palpable absurdity to say that a char- 
acter abstractly considered, is capable of experiencing 
either happiness or misery. But let us look at some 
passage, where the terms righteous and wicked occur, 
and see if we can understand them consistently on your 
sense of these terms. Take the 25th of Matthew, for 
instance. In that scripture the righteous and the wick- 
ed are spoken of; they are said to bp separated from 
each other ; the one are rewarded, the other punished. 
When Christ sentenced the wicked to a state of punish- 
ment, he assigns the reasons for so doing. "For I was 
an hungered,'' says he to the wicked, "and je gave me 
no meat ; I was a stranger, and ye took me not in ; sick 
find in prison, and ye visited me not.'' Now If by the 
wicked, we are to understand, not persons, but an evil 
principle, then we must absurdly suppose that Christ 
sentenced an evil principle to a state of punishment, be- 
cause it had not visited him ! ! This I trust will be 
sufficient to show the falsity of your statement, that the 
righteous and the wicked are. in the same man at tfu 
same time. As to all men's being equally guilty, I 
conceive that no considerate person will admit it. And 
you yourself will not admit that in point of moral excel- 
lence, you stand no higher than the convicts in the 
State Prison. In this manner you acknowledge, that 
there is a difference in the characters of men. 
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I have now attended to all the principal objections 
.which you urge against a fature retribution^ so far at 
least as I have learned them. I have endeavored to state 
your objections in all their force. If you have .any 
other objections more formidable than these I .have 
considered, I am ignorant of them. And I think yon 
will admit that the arguments and objections which I 
have considered, are those on which you mostly rely. 
The ^Mral influence of the two systems will be con- 
sidered in our next 

Yours, &c. 
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JHortd Ir^fluence^ trnd dmduding JUmarJeu 

BEY. AND DEAR BEOTHEB* 

In taking leave of this subject, I think it not improper 
\ offer a few remarks upon the moral infiuence of the 
ro systems. It will readily be conceded that truth has 

more salutary influence than error. That system 
hich has the best influence upon society, must have a 
igher claim to our faith than any other theory. The 
ospel is designed to save sinners. Christ visited the 
arth to *'save his people from their sins*^^ And this 
alvation is effected by rendering them virtuous and 
oly. Since virtue and happiness are inseparably con- 
nected, that system which is the mpst productive of vir- 
ue, best answers the purpose for which the gospel was 
;iven, and consequentiy is the most likely to be the 
ruth. These remarks will strike your mind A self-evi- 
lent truths. Before inquiring into the moral influence 
f the two systems, two things will be premised. !• 
Doctrinal views do not have so great an influence upion 
he morals of society » as most people imagine. There 
nay be many causes which counteract the natural ten- 
lency of a doctrine. The natural disposition of the 
>erson may, in a great measure, destroy the legitimate 
nflueuce of a systequ. **The doctrine may dwell in the 
lead more than in the heart It may be believed in the- 
iry, but not reduced to practice."* So that upon the 
whole, theoretical divinity does not produce so great an 
effect upon morals, as we night at first imagine. 

* See a Sennon on the subject of this controvertyt by Rev. 
Edward Turner* 
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SL l>oehine$ have d'^erent influenceg upon dij 
persons. When ji.ioaD.tqr his oyrn ^tudy and reflection, 
comes anderetandtngly into any doctrinei however fatal 
its natural tendency may be, it will not be very likely 
to cormpt his morals. If any inquiring mind in search 
of truth, cSbonld at last >settle down .in Atheism, and 
embrace this sentiment, in an understanding manner, 
his morals might remain as they were when he wu a 
beliefer in divine revelation. His knowledge of the 
nature of thines would induce him to be honest and up- 
right in his dealings with mankind. But let him pro- 
claim -this doctrine to the vulgar, whowottld take it on 
trust, and defend it with arguments which he bad put 
into their mouths, and it would be likely to have. a verj 
different effect. Though they might believe it as firmly 
as- their master, and even might have less doubts upon 
the subject than he, still it would naturally corrupt the 
one, more than the other. 80 a man who comes nnder- 
standiDgly into a belief of your system, may continae 
to be exemplary in virtue. The refinement and eleva- 
tion of mind, which he may have acquired in search of 
truth, may continue to influence his conduct, and pre- 
serve him from falling into sin. But l^t this doctrine be 
taught to the public at large, and it will have a different 
influence. Upon men of less study and reflection, it 
will be left to have its natural influence, and so will 
•tend to weaken their sense of accountability to God. 
But upon men of more study and refinement, the delete- 
rious effects of this doctrine are neutralized by the more 
exalted sentiments of their natures ; and if their, aen^e 
of accountability is weakened by this theory, still that 
reflection and study, which led to its embrace, will have 
refined the mind ; and this mental refinement will ^ert 
an influence over the man in a considerable degree, 
apd jso keep the man moi^. Thoi|gh tjiere may be 
exceptions to this, as all general rules, still I am par- 
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tMdod that what I hav^ stated will hold gaod in most 
eases. 

To speak of the moral influence of yoor ajstem, is a 
■ntgect of a delioate nature* This consideration almost 
inclines me to omit this part of the sulgect But there 
yi one consideration which induces me to believe that I 
can treat upon 4his part of the subject^ without giving 
offeAce. The writer of these Letters, with others, pub- 
lish^, a few years ago, his belief in the mmoral lift* 
iency of your system) and although at first you were a 
little .dissatisfied, still an assurance on our part, .that 
we rc^garded you with Christiau fdhwshipt was**fully 
satisfactory'' to you, and induced you to ^'reciprocate 
-Christian feelings and fellowship/'* Since an assurance 
of our fellowship was all that was required at that time, 
we presume that the same will be fully satisfactory at 
this. From the circumstances alluded to above, 1 feel 
fully assured that I can speak freely of the immoral in- 
flueiice of your system, without giving any offence, when 
I assure you that I do not intend this as a withdrawal 
of fellowship. 

We have several times, in the course of the Letters^ 
mentioned the immoral tendency of yonr system and 
some of your arguments. Tou maintain that all men 
are duly punished in this world. Now if this be the 
case, then sin punishes itself sufficiently, without .the 
intervention of any person or power. Some men (com- 
mit sin, and are not punished by any human law ; and 
M you maintain that these persons, as well as-othen, 
are sufficiently punished in this state, it follows tbatii 
punishment, amply sufficient, grows necessarily out of 
every act of transgression, and so punishes men to the 
full, amount of their deserts, without the interfiersnce of 

the civil arm* This grows directly out pf your view9, 

• See Cbrittian Repository, Vol. III. p. 105. 8m aho the 
Ifliautef of the Soulhera Asioiiislion i» Jsne end Dec ItSS. 
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and is what you frequently contend for. Now if sin 
panishes itself sufficiently, then there is no need of any 
human laws ; nay, human laws are only engines of cru- 
elty, for they punish those who have been sufficiently 
punished already. Since human laws, on your system^ 
are cruel and unjust, they ought to be repealed. No 
good citizen can countenance a law which inflicts a 
punishment upon the innocent, or, which is th^ same 
thing, upon those who are duly punished already. Yoar 
system aims a death-blow at the very foundation of all 
law, and consequently, of all order. It saps the yery 
foundation of all institutions, and if it were reduced to 
practice, would introduce a state of general anarchy and 
confusion. This is the fatal, but legitimate tendency of 
your scheme, if reduced to practice. 

But while your system has this fatal tendency, nothing 
of the kind can be charged upon our system. I ?ery 
much doubt whether you can lay your hand upon your 
heart, and say in the presence of your Maker, that you 
believe that a future retribution corrupts the morals of 
society. But if your system has any salutary influence, 
ours has all its advantages, and others superadded. Tou 
say, that virtue is rewarded in this world ; we believe 
in all the reward which is enjoyed in this world, and 
also in an additional reward hereafter. And will mi- 
creosii^: the reward make people less virtuous? No; 
the reward will be greater, the motive more powerful, 
and consequently will be more likely to stimulate to vir- 
tue. Our system not only exhibits a greater incentive 
to virtue, than, yours, but it lays a greater restraint 
upon vice. Your doctrine tells the villain who is plot, 
ting the assassination of his fellow creatures, that if he 
falls in his attempt, superlative glory will be his irnme* 
diate portion ; ours tells him, that if he loses his life in 
such a horrid attempt, he will experience a state of cor- 
rection and chastisement Armed with your system^ 
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miglit not the robber go forth with composure, and say 
to himself, I am sinning, it is true, bat if I succeed I 
shall obtain a fortune ; and if I lose my life in the at- 
tempt, I shall go in an instant to the enjoyment of 
heaven P In either case I shall be a gainer, he might 
▼ery naturally say, therefore I will embark immediately 
in this bold adventure. I do not mean to signify that a 
belief in your system will make every man a robber. 
But let a person who is meditating upon this subject, 
and who has weighed all the other motives which have 
any bearing upon the point, and finds his mind in a state 
of equilibrium — I say, let such a person, under these 
circumstances, take your system into the account, and I 
will submit it to the judgment of mankind to determine* 
whether it would not encourage, rather than dissuade 
him from his bold adventure. Suppose a person to be 
in a state of trouble, would he not have an inducement 
to pnt a period to his own existence P Might he not say, 
and say with speciousness, that God required nothing 
of him but what would promote his own happiness, and 
by committing suicide, he might exchange the troubles 
of earth for the joys of heaven P I will appeal to reason 
to determine which system would be likely to have the 
most restraint upon a person who was upon a poize be« 
tween virtue and crime. 

Tou, sir, embrace the gospel in opposition to infideli- 
ty. You consider the gospel as an invaluable treasure, 
thank God for this great gift, and pray that the religion 
of Jesus may become universal. Bat if your system be 
the gospel, how is it preferable to infidelity P What 
motive to virtue, or what restraint upon vice does your 
system contain, which is not found in some systems of 
Ddsm P How can you invite an unbeliever to embrace 
the gospel ? Or what excellency does your system con- 
tain more than his P You believe that the gospel is 
valuable only as it makes men virtuous. Now suppose 
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ground that civil government and human laws are or- 
dained by God, and still the penalties of human laws 
are confined to this world. After stating that human 
laws are ordained by God, and the penalties are confi- 
ned to this state, you say, ^*Now if all this, which is as 
plain as any thing in the scriptures, be granted, what 
room is there for the supposition that the penalty due to 
transgression, is punishment in the future eteraa! 
world ?"* Though this objection has, in principle, befu 
answered in a preceding Letter, I will in addition offer 
the following. Human governments are either a perfect 
transcript of the divine government, or they are not If 
they are not, then the circumstance thlEtt human penal- 
ties are confined to this world, is nothing to your pur- 
pose. For though human governments do not punish 
men after death, the divine government may. But if 
human governments are a perfect transcript of the di- 
vine, as they must be to answer your purpose, then some 
men under the divine government will assuredly escape 
all punishment, and others will be punished unjustly; 
fur you will acknowledge that this is frequently the case 
under human governments. Besides, if human govern- 
ments are a perfect transcript of the divine, then human 
governments supersede the necessity #f the divine; 
then there is no government but human, so when anar* 
chy prevails in any nation, there is no government at all 
to take cognizance of the actions of men ! ! Thus is 
your argument false in principle, and dangerous in its 
influence. But as weak and corrupt as it is, we find 
you frequently bringing it forward. Thus you say, "Let 
us look around us, and see if prisons, dungeons, and 
gallows, are not a sufficient argument to prove that the 
wickefl are recompensed in the earth."t Accord ng to 
this statement, if men are not confined in prison, hung 
upon the gallows, or punished in any other way by civil 

* Lectures, p. 9. ^ V^cV,^.^^\, 
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power^ thej are not panished at all, how guilty soever 
the J may be. 

Again ; you tell us that temporal rewards are suffi- 
cient to stimulate us to religion and virtue.* But how 
are they sufficient? Do they actually produce this 
effect? Are all men religious and virtuous? No one 
will pretend this. And to say that any cause is suffici- 
ent to produce an effect, which it does not produce^ 
looks a little like a contradiction. 
: Again ; You object to a future retribution by saying, 
**That Christ came into this world, to save us in another, 
is contrary to all the representations which are found in 
the scripture."! A few remarks will show, that this 
statement is hasty and unfounded. You will admit that 
Christ came into this world to save us from sin. fiut is 
this salvation effected in this world ? You will not even 
pretend it. You frequently assert, as we have already 
seen, that men are saved by the resurrection. But does 
the resurrection to immortality take place in this life? 
The absurdity of the supposition is manifest. So it is 
evident, that Christ saves sinners in a future state. Now 
if Christ does not save men in another state, some will 
not be saved at all. The heathen who never hear of 
Christ, cannot be saved by him in this world. They 
must therefore be saved by Christ in a future state, if 
they are saved at all. You must then give up your be- 
lief in Universal Salvation, or acknowledge that this 
objection has no weight. 

Another objection to a future retribution is contained 
in these words — "If one sows grain in a field in New- 
England, it follows of natural consequence ^at the 
harvest will be gathered from the same field ; but there 
appears to be no natural connexion, as between cause 
and effect, between sowing grain in this county ^v^4. 
gathering a harvest from itm'EiUto^^* ^V.* ^^xiS^^M^'^ 

♦ Lect p. 301. ^ \«v^*^%^^* 
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70a should invite a deist to embrace the gotpeli he 
ireald naturally ask you wherein the gospel was better 
than natural religion? You would probably tell him 
that the gospel had a more salutary influence thaii 
deism. He would then challenge you to produce a 
single motive to virtue, or restraint upon vice which did 
not exist in his system. Should you tell him, that Iks 
way of the transgressor was hard in this world, while 
the virtuous and good enjoyed peace of mind, he would 
probably tell you, that he believed that virtue was re- 
warded and vice punished here ; that he believed in all 
the rewards and punishments which are experienced in 
this world, and you could believe in no more. Thus far 
he would tell you, that your system had no advantage 
over his ; and you would be compelled to acknowledge 
it. Should you tell him that the gospel taught the final 
happiness of all men, and had a great demand upon 
their gratitude, he could tell you, were he a disciple of 
Tindal, for example, that he believed in the endless 
happiness of all men also ; and if this was an incentive 
to virtue, it was found in his system as much as ia 
yours. How would you, how could you meet such an 
opponent? I do not see how you could avoid confess- 
ing, that your system had no advantage over his. 

But perhaps you will say that most deists deny a future 
state, and of course your system would have an advan- 
tage over theirs. This then is admitting that some 
systems of deism have as high a claim as your system, 
though others fall l>elow it But in relation to a future 
state, let us inquire, what your particular views are? 
You represent the soul of roan as an emanatipnfrom Ae 
Deity,* and contend that his future happy life consisto 
in returning to the fountain from whence he came. 
ThiS) as far as I am able to judge, is the common opin- 

* Atonement, pp. 130, 192, 
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ioD entertained by the generality of those who embrace 
y«Nir system. Now this opinion was not only embraced 
by those ancient heretics, the Gnostics, but is the popn- 
Ikr opinion of infidels at this day.* No unbelieYer in 
ditine revelation, who is not a complete Atheist, would 
Mgect to a futare existence on this ground. Thus we 
see that your system, relative to its moral influence, 
^e only thing wherein any system can be valuable) has 
little or no advantage over infidelity. In fact, some of 
the principal advocates for your system seem to admit 
this. Mr. Kneeland, when treating upon this very sub- 
ject, says, **But what is there, after all, in rational De- 
iem, that will not perfectly coincide with rational Chris- 
tianity P*^ He further pronounces the book of Revela- 
tiens a ''heretical figment, void of reason.'' He labors 
to point out the discrepances between the evangelists, 
pronounces their manner of writing ''careless and loose," 
iind finally gives it as his opinion, that the gospels were 
Aot written by those whose names they bear, but were 
^® forgeries of a later age. But while he speaks thus 
contemptuously of the Scriptures, he compliments the 
book of nature in true deistical language. His words 
are — Nature is ^*a book, in which all can read with the 
eyes of the understanding; which has not been, as we 
know it could not, neither indeed can it ever be, adul- 
terated by the arts of designing men. It has neither been 
interpolated nor mutilated ; nor can any part thereof 
be spurious ; which cannot be siud, with truth, respect- 
ing the Bible !" But the above cannot surprise us, when 
we consider that Mr. Kneeland joins issue with the 
Atheist, and contends that God is matter, and that mat- 
ter is eternal. He says, that God "is an elementary 
principle of real matter, which inheres in caloric and 

* Palmer^t Principle of Nature, ka, 
t Philadelphia U. Magaiiut. 
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ozjgan, if as mach material as they are, and is nefer 
separate from them !"* 

I <wiii not attempt to confute these wild and anti' 
christian notions, but will observe that thej are the 
genuine fruits of the system I am opposing. Mr. K. ii 
a gentleman of candor and frankness, and will fearlessly 
state whateYOP grows out of his system. And when 
men are prepared to reject a future retribution, ^e may 
naturally expect, if they pursue the subject to its final 
result, that they will embrace yiews like those expressed 
aboTO. That system, which leads men to pronounce 
some of the most distinguished miracles of Christ ^alto- 
gether incredible," and to assert they '^surpass all be- 
lief," and <'do no credit to Jesus, admitting them true,** 
may, with no small degree of propriety, be called cao- 
iher gospeL This Mr. K. has done, and this appears 
to be the natural offspring of the system here contro- 
verted. 

I will go farther, and with your permission will com- 
pare your system with Atheism. Yon maintain that 
your system has a peculiar advantage, because it brings 
the rewards and punishments immediately home to the 
hearts of men ; whereas a future retribution, by bring 
at a distance, loses nearly all its influence.! According 
to your views then, rewards and punishments in the 
present life are the only stimulants to virtue; and 
these, we have seen, you consider sufficient Now let 
us compare this with Atheism. You believe thftt rewards • 
and punishments are experienced in this world, and the 
Atheist believes exactly the same. Though - he disbe- 
lieves the being of a God, still his experience and ob- 
servation teach him that virtue and hapinness, sin and 
misery, are united either by chance, or something else. 

* See Three Sermoni, delivered in New-Toikt Bfarcbi 18IS| 
by Abner Kneeland, pp. 6, S, 90, 96, 40. 

t Leot. pp. 999, 900* Alio Rep^ to Merritt, pp. 16, 17. 



He believes m h11 the'h&ppiDess and niiiiery which men 
experience in this w6t*!d» isitid ybu can believe in no 
nore. Nbw what "advantage, relative to moral influ- 
ence, has ydur isystem over Atheism ? The Atheist^s 
scheme presents the iakne retribution, and of course ttie 
SRame motives as yours. And I acknowledge, that I do 
not s^e wherein your system, in this respect, has any 
better moral influence than Atheism. 

But you will probably say that your system unfolds a 
glorious immortality, which furnishes us with a strong 
motive to obedience — a motive which Atheism does not 
present We confess that this statement does, in a 
degree, prove your system preferable to Atheism. But 
stiil this statement only involves you in another diffi- 
culty. By saying that a belief in a future state of hap- 
piness furnishes a strong motive to obedience, ydu ac- 
knowledge that a future retribution will have a great 
influence upon the Actions of misn. IF'or certainly, if the 
prospect of future happiness leads men to pursue virtue, 
the prospect of a future punishment will lead them to 
forsake sin. 80 if you contend that a future retribution 
furnishes no additional motive to virtue, you admit that 
your system has no better influence than Atheism. And 
if, to avoid this, you admit that a retribution beyond 
death does increase the motives to virtue, then yon ac- 
knowledge that our system has a better effect upon soci- 
ety than yours^ for you contend that men are always 
governed by motives. 

The view I have given of ydur system, is that which 
is entertained by those who have no interest in the dis- 
pute between us. Dr. Bancroft says, ^ Every view we 
can take of the character of God, of his moral govern- 
ment, and of the final issue of his administration, forbids 
the supposition, that Gk>d beholds the righteous and the 
wicked with the same favor ; and that he will, at the > 
consummation of the present system of thiogjB^ ^Istc^ 

£6 
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them indiscriminatelj in the same condition of glory 
and happiness. Could the doctrine of Universal Salra- 
tion, in the above sense, be with confidence embraced, 
Christian faith would no longer have efficacy as a prin- 
ciple of moral action; motives to a virtuous life/m 
prospect of a future retribution, would lose all their 
force ; and to all the moral purposes of society, in prin- 
ciple there could be no difference between the Christian 
and the Jitheist^^* 

This statement is taken from a work which jon have 
complimented in the following manner : ** The Christian 
charity and candor, which are peculiar and permanent 
characteristics of the work, justly entitle it to the re- 
spectful attention of an enlightened public't The 
Doctor, although he neither believed in your system nor 
mine, but wrote expressly against both, speaks of oor 
scheme with respect, while he considers yours no better 
than atheism. . This is an evidence of the public senti- 
ment upon the subject. 

1 conceive that your doptrine leads very naturally to 
a denial of a future state of being. You say, that men 
are rewarded and punished in this World to. the foU 
amount of their deserts. Now it might be very natural 
to inquire, why should man live in a future state, if his 
accounts are all squared at death ? Why should he be 
continued in being, if he has no punishment to receive 
on the one hand, nor reward to obtain on the other ? I 
say, these inquiries naturally grow out of your views. 
We have a striking example of this recorded in history. 

: '* TheSadducees, a sect among the Jews, derived their 
name from Sailoc, a Jewish scholar who was president 
of the Sanhedrim, about two hundred and sixty years 
before Christ. He taught his pupils that they ought to 
serve God, not from a m/tan regard to future reward 
and punishment, but from pure filial love to him. Hence 

* Sermon?, pp. 385, 386. t Xk Mag. vol. IV. p. 16t. 
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Sadoc inferred, that there was no reward or punishment 
after this life. Bj degrees their doctrine assumed a 
very libertine and impious form. The New Testament 
assures us» that in the first ages of Christianitj, they 
denied the resurrection of the dead, the existence of 
angels and departed spirits. According to Josephus, 
they looked upon death as the final extinction of soul 
and body: they maintained, that the providence and 
retiibutions of God were confined to this world, and on 
this ground only they worshipped and obeyed him."* 

In this case we have the different stages through 
which this doctrine passed. Sadoc began by denying a 
future reward. From this he inferred, and very justly, 
that there would be no future retribution. This led 
him to believe that there was no future state of being, 
and this gave rise to libertinism and in^piety. Since 
this appears so natural from the very nature of the case, 
and since we have the above striking example before us» 
may we not be permitted to say^ that this is the natural 
tendency of your system ? This conclusion is justified 
by the fact, that among the warm admirers of your sys- 
tem, there is a good proportion of them who deny the 
resurrection of the dead ! a circumstance truly painful, 
but still a sober fact. . 

From what has been offered, I trust it will appear, that 
in point of moral influence, your system has nearly the 
same influence as that of atheism. I do not mean to 
insinuate that you are inclined to that system, but still 
1 am greatly astonished to hear you advocate the prin- 
ciple that man is accountable only to the law of his own 
mind ;i a principle at war with revelation, and even 
with the existence of a God-— a principle which is the 
. very foundation of atheism, and pernicious in its infla- 

* Tappan^t Lectures on the Jewish Antiquities, pp. 227, 22a. 
t Atonemeot, pp« 15, 16, 30. 



ence* By" comparing the moral infto^Ge of j:oiir 8cb«iae 
with that of a future retribution, I t^^nk it must be; ob^ 
Tious that the advantage lies enticelj on our. 9i4«i. 

We will now notice several aif;Hipeats, which y/m 
offer in defence of the moral influence of your systf^m. 
To show the salutary influence of your systeip above 
ours, you say,* "My young son aslfn me what rjftcom- 
pense will be allowed him, if he is fiEuthfql to me in all 
things, until he is of age ? I tell him that his i:ec(om- 
pense will be my full approbation, day by dajj as much 
wholesome food as he want^, togeith.eir with-, all needed 
clothing, with all other comforts and favors which he 
needs. He then proposes to relinquish one half of bis 
food and raiment, and to go hungry and half naked, and 
yet do bis whole duty, if I will make him an equal heir 
with my other children, in my wjlU I reply to mj 
child, and say. Son, mj love to you baa secured to yea 
all that you ask in respect to. my. final will, and. yoa 
shall have the whole recompense of well doing durljig 
your nonage* Should I by this lessee his motive tp 
obedience and filial faithfulness ? No ; surely, I should 
greatly increase his eocouragement" 

It is manifest that you designed, the above as a just 
representation of the two systems in regai^. to their 
moral inQu^nce ; for you- introduce it for that expcess 
purpose. Bqt a more eotjire misrepresentation of th^ 
subject caiuipt be stated^ The impression which your 
similitude i^ calculajted to give, is, tbajt your system 
allows mea all the comfort they pan eiyoy in this world, 
whiU otti^ i(iprwe$ th^m qf one hfljf, 9^1^ thi^ faUitj of 
this, must be obyioua to every reflQctipg mind. We ha- 
Iie.ve in dUf tfie rj^wflri tphiefi, U e^i^peri^nped in t&ia 
WQrH And do you bdieve. in. apy more ? You most 
answer this question affirmatively or negatively. If yon 
annwer JA. tha aj$rmative, then svralyyour fa^b i> na< 
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founded, for you believe in a greater reward here or 
earth than exists in fact. And if you answer in the 
negative, then you acknowledge that your representa- 
tion above is unjust. There is no other alternative. 

Your argument, stated in a logical form in its greatest 
plausibility, would stand as follows : You would say, 
**My system gives men a full reward here, while that 
of a future retribution gives them but half that reward 
here. Now as the whole is greater than one half it 
follows that my system has twice the moral influence of 
the other." Though there may be a taking plausibility 
in this argument, or rather sophism, every person who 
possesses a small degree of judgment, must see its fal- 
lacy. We have already observed that we believe in ail 
the reward which is experienced in this world, and you 
can believe in no more. This then I will lav down as a 
settled pointy viz. that we both believe in the same quan- 
tity of reward in this world. Now you believe that the 
reward men receive here, is their full reward, but we 
believe that in addition to this reward which is enjoyed 
here, they will receive a glorious reward hereafter. We 
then believe in a greater reward for virtue than your 
system admits. 

Now let us test your argument by mathematics, a 

science which will show the re3ult even to a fraction. 

We will suppose that the sfum total of the reward of the 

righteous in this world is equal to 50, and the reward 

which we believe will be bestowed upon the righteous 

after death, is equal to 50 more. This makes the whole 

reward on your scheme amount to 50, and on ours to 

100* Now to state your argument mathematically and 

in a logical form, it would stand thus ;-^My system of*- 

fers a reward of the whole of 50, while that of a future 

retribution offers only one half of 100 ; and as the whoh 

of 50 is more than one half of 100, it follows that my 

system offers a greater reward than theirs ! Now t^ia 
26 ♦ 



bliagji amfc i» fjimwy Uk the. weafeMttt ^M^tgi* 95 
tbui r«|^oeMnta^n.U will l^:«c;f^tl|at :99r •f«^«Jil fjfim 
a rcwafl4: ia, thji wMi. cqwajly «^ gW4;l», y»HW» A»4 
in a44i^'tPI^ tp. th^, M^ offera i^ grei^ mwJ^heiDMIer. 
An() in i^at t))« i9Qti¥i9 gref^er oq 0^^' tj^t^*)^ tiNM mi 
you|^,? Thprft. !& not cqo^, fyr, d<ub«^e l>#f3C., Wh|it can 
b« Qfl&r^<I tp ahfm thajt yonr v^teWt hw W wjM*^ry ^ 
infltMf^QCf; ^s ottT^ ?. ppen ypur sj^ttm brij>g ti^p: rewJ|r4 
iipmpdjf^tl^ly appatbeafitpfvirtli^? Qadwapurst And 

if this adds, tp thp iqptlY^^.omr. 9yfitpm «P5»y*itft adr«n« 

tage as well ]|s yours* In fi^^ our 9yf jteq^ h.i|9 s4l ^h^ 
advantages of which ypqra c9A twi^jt* 94d gthern.. ip 
addition* 

You frequently object to j^. f qtnre. pupi^p^nt QD tfep 
ground that itexcit^^ fear* ^nd fe^r «\ubT9.rtj9 Iqvq tp 

God.* Upon thip.wB wiU pfffeR th^ fojlpwing r^mfi^jM. 
It u just and propar t9 sfl^cUn thefm^.cf nmt^, A}1. thp 

threatepings in the scrip^ujpes are dPiMignie^ tp^^xpitp^tjlp 
fears of sinpers. And tp 8(^ th{(t PPrfei^r^ PP^t 19.Pt tp 
be excited, is precisely thp sf^pie a? tp. saj tbftt all the 
threaten! ngs ought to b^ erased fropa. thp ^nptpfev* 
The sacred writers exhort us to fear Godl ipi qujqgiejrQp^ 
instances in the scriptures^ iVpd what, is 9P Ph^rly 
taught in th^ divine oraples^. is in pprfept aQCpi:<{}||u;p 
with the dictates of reaspp. Why h^ Qp4 i<Qp)AY|tAd 
withip us the principle of fear,t if it; i9,neiK^r tp 1^ bllPM^t 
into exercise? And ^re penalties a$^ed tP hpip^ 
laws. for any other reason tifan to ex<;,i.tQ fear? Tbiais 
l^vidence th^t it is the coipmop senti.ipQpt pC P^PkJQ^t 
that it isprppi^r to excite the fe9r$ pf the <)i99f>edipnt 
Now if you objepttQ oiir syst^p^, on tb,e grpftn.d.tbat it 
excites fear, you in re«JUy ptd^Pt tp t^^ upiT^nill.spii^- 
ment pf. ipa^.kin.d afld tp,th^ u;iifpxip. IfiUg^WMJ^. »f ^e 
Bcriptpres. ^pude^t ^hep yop sa;r tb^t pJ^f Py«tf,iji 

• U. Ma^ ToL IV; p. 1£8. 



^x£it|^ f/W ii|pr^tb4A yourst yon ackoQwledge tha.t it 
px:c^i4l,. 4, (i;fi|jtQr 4iii9»iiiii«^ fpom vicio. And fiifrtbeir. & 
it 19. Su Goiriqiipo, ^e^tinient with jm» thi^t me^ AliKaya a<?t 
vith a 4e«icn to uicrqa9<i tbeic happioi^ss^ apd will not 
refraiQ from Wt. till they ace cpnvipced thatsiiadj^^troya 
their hj^jfini^ssr Now thi^ ia ack|ipwledging that their 
fears must be excited in order to induce them to repeat* 
And haw can tbia f<iar a^bvert love to.Qod? Yon ac- 
knowl.e,dg^. that, they wjll refjraio from sinj when they 
are convinqed that sin, ia destructive to.their enjoyment, 
And how doe|9 tbif in^nce them to refrain from sin i 
^hy, by exciting their featis* And does it subvert love 
to God to induce men tp refrain from sin ? Do you never 
tell your hearers, that the way of th^ transgres9or i$ 
hard ? Yes. Why do you ma|ce thi^ statement ? Tp 
prompt them tP a virtuous course. Thus you confesa 
that it is proper to excite the fears of men* And this^ 
instead of subverting love tp God, a<;tua.lly produces it* 
Again; you frequently assert that ypur system has a 
greater moral in^uence than.ou.rs, because it brings the 
punishment near, and so inpreaises the motive to breal^ 
off from sin. Now surely you will not be so incpnsistr 
ent, a,8 to object to our system on. the ground of its^ ex- 
citing fear, while you bpast of yours fpr that very reaspn* 
When treating upon thi§. very subject, yon frequently 
quote the. p^fi^e^ *'The goodness of God leadeth tp 
repent2|n.ce." Thia te:jtt ia, brpnght forward tp rtow* 
that it is improper to persnad^ m^n by terror* But let 
us npt be imposed uppn. hy w^irdap ThP i^Tts^.goQdness 
is sometimes used in scriptmre tosignify the j^tir^. mercy 
which God manifests tpwdrda hi^creatMres ip. conferring 
real happ)nes9 upon, themj.^d. sofiOLetim.es. it i| uaed.in 
a. broader sense to ai&nify; all his dc^lin^s. with, hia 
creatureSi including pi^ni^Lhrnsnts 2^ well as rewards* 
Thif ypu will acKoqwledge^ The tfirm4^.4n^j in< the 
passage in quesjtip.n^^mji^lt W^ ^P^ n^ th^- ^^^ ^^ ^^-^^ 
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meanings. Now if the term goodness is used in its 
broadest sense, to include all the divine administratioDy 
judgments as well as mercies, it is nothing to jour par- 
pose. On this interpretation of the word goodness, the 
passage simply teaches that punishments as well as 
rewards, the justice as well as the mercy of God, lead 
to repentance. 

But if the term goodness is used in the other sense to 
signify mercy, and that alone, what does the passage 
teach ? Why, that the mercy of God leadeth to repen- 
tance. But does the passage teach us that.mercy is theott- 
ly means which leads to repentance ? No ; it does not ; it 
simply says that the goodness or mercy of God leadeth 
to repentance. But do not judgments also lead to repen- 
tance ? Yes ; the same apostle says that ''godly sorrow 
worketh repentance." The case then stands like this; 
men are led to repentance by mercies and by judgments. 
And you yourself constantly maintain, that pimishmeot 
is salutary ; that God punishes his creatures only to 
amend them. Now when you say that all punishment 
is salutary, you acknowledge that punishment leads to 
repentance. Now with what propriety can you assert, 
or even insinuate, as is often done, that the fear of pun- 
ishment has no efficacy in leading sinners to repentance, 
while your whole scheme rests upon the principle, that 
punishment is salutary, and is inflicted only to reform 
the transgressor f These remarks are sufficient to show 
that your objection has no force. 

From what has been offered upon the moral tendency 
of your system, I think it will be obvious to the reader, 
that it is corrupt in principle, and if reduced to practice, 
would have a bad effect upon society. And the repre- 
sentations you frequently give of sin, are such as would 
naturally impress the mind with the idea, that sin is no 
evil, and that the sinner ought not to be punished at alL 
In order to show the desert of sin, and how bs ift ought 



to be punished, you introduce the following simile. 
"Tou who 4re th^ p^entof aauniber of children, hav<^ 
an eQem;« who, takiqg advantage of the dusk of th^ 
eyenip^.and bj putting on some of your clothes, and by 
imitating yqur voice, deceives your children, so that 
while they think they are following your directions 
through the most drearj, unpleasant way9,they are zea- 
lously executipg your enemy's most cruel injunctions. 
The poor deluded children sometimes complain of th<eir 
hard service, and of being destitute of refreshment or 
rest, but are told to hold on with good courage, that 
though their lot be hard at present, they may rest assur- 
ed, that as it is their kind father who is leading them, 
he will reward them ten-fold for all they suffer. This 
deception goes on till morning. No sooner than day- 
light appears, one of your children happens to get a 
glance of the haggard visage of jour inveterate foe ! 
He starts back, and refuses to go any further, and calls 
on his brethren and sisters to stop, and tells them they 
are all deceived, and are devoted to the service of their 
father's enemy. They no sooner see their error, than 
their deluder leaves them, and you find your wandering 
offspring, wounded and half dead. When they see you 
they rejoice, and fly to your embrace, deeply regret the 
delusion that has led them from you, and humbly im- 
plore your favor. The question now before you is this* 
will you now punish your emaciated offspring because 
they have been deluded into misery and want ? Your 
answer is anticipated. You reply, no, surely my chil- 
dren, have suffered enough, I will now let them see that 
their father's yoke is easy, and that his burthen is 
light"* 

Let. a^y person reai4 the above, and he can no longer 
doubt relative to the moral influence of your system* 
The s^ptiinent therein ^xprcipsed goes directly to jusjtify 
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every transgreasion. Id the first place, the sentiment is 
utterly false. It was introduced by you to show the 
just desert of sin. But it goes directly to show that sin 
does not exist. You state, that these children think 
they are following their father^s directions, while they 
are following their father's enemy. By this you would 
teach us that every sinner, when committing the gross- 
est iniquity, really thinks that he is obeying the com- 
mands of God ! But will this sentiment accord with 
the scriptures ? By no means. We read of those who 
know their master's will and do not perform it, and of 
those who sin wilfully after they have received the 
knowledge of the truth. Now will you pretend that 
those who sin wilfully, think they are obeying the com- 
mands of God P It is a direct contradiction in terms. 
And will you presume to say that the thief,, the pirate, 
and the murderer, think that they are acting in obe- 
dience to the requirements of their heavenly Father ! 
Every person must acknowledge the falsity of your 
statement. And yet you represent this as the just de- 
sert of sin ! 

Having seen the falsity of your representation, now 
let us inquire into the moral influence of the above 
quoted paragraph. By your simile you give us to un- 
derstand, that every sinner is so far deluded as to be- 
lieve that he is doing his duty, when perpetrating the 
most horrid deeds. Yes, according to your representa- 
tions, the pirate, when robbing his fellow beings of their 
property, and wantonly taking their lives to glut his 
insatiate cruelty, thinks that he is following (he direc- 
tions of his Father in heaven ! I will not remark upon 
the absurdity of this supposition, but 1 will suppose that 
this strange sentiment should be generally believed. 
What would be the effect r Why, men would conclude, 
and justly too, from their system, that murder and rob- 
ber/ were no crimes ; and, in fine, that no act whatever 
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was sinful. For no person will pretend that it is crimi- 
nal for any person to do that which he really thinks God 
has commanded him to perform. And being persuaded 
that no act was sinful, they would of course contend 
that no person ought to be punished ! Thus, sir, if jour 
system was generally embraced and reduced to practice, 
men might steal, rob and murder with a high hand, and 
feel the fullest assurance that they should not be pun- 
ished by any law, human or divine ! Now if such a sen- 
timent is not replete with mischief, and pernicious in its 
influence, I know of no sentiment that can be. 

Many who hare been the advocates of your scheme, 
have been convinced of its deleterious influence. It is 
worthy of remark, that those who have come over to the 
system of Universal Salvation, and have since rejected 
the system, have been strenuous advocates for your 
particular views. Grossman, Kinsman, and Smith, who 
have lately renounced the doctrine of Universal Salva- 
tion, and have declared to the world that the doctrine 
was of dangerous tendency, were with you in sentiment, 
and doubtlessly judged of our general system, by their 
particular belief. 

Though I have labored to show, and I think have 
plainly shown, that your system is of an immoral ten- 
dency, you will not understand me as saying, or even 
insinuating, that your character is bad. You will un- 
doubtedly perceive that I have spoken of your system 
as such. The corruption I have been endeavoring to 
point out, lies in your system, and not in your character. 
Your character may be good, notwithstanding your sys- 
tem may be corrupt. Because some climates are un- 
healthy, it does not follow that all the inhabitants of 
those climates are dangerously sick, or that they are 
sick at all. There may be many causes which coun- 
teract the unhappy effect of the climate, and preserve 
some at least in* perfect health. And so in relation to 
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your system — there may be many cauMs, Which %kert 
an influence upon the mind more powerful than a belief 
in a speculative opinion. In a word, I Bpe&k of your 
system in the same manner that you speak ot CalirtlufeiD, 
for instance. You pronounce that system of dangerous 
influence. But you do not mean to l^ understoodi that 
all who profess that doctrine are immoral men. Ton 
are free to declare that there are many pious and prac- 
tical Christians professing that belief. I joyfully admit 
your moral character, and will do you the justice to as- 
cribe it to your virtuous disposition, and not to your 
system. 

But although your system may not produce immorality 
among its public advocates, still I believe that I may 
assert that it has one unhappy effect even upon them r 
it induces them, in their public labors, to dwell tiio 
much upon doctrines^ and too little upon moral duties. 
I think the public will bear me witness when I say, that 
those preachers who are with you in sentiment, dwell 
less upon practical piety and morality, than those do, 
who believe in a future retribution. 

I have already stated that I do not, by any thing con- 
tained in these Letters, mean to be understood as deny- 
ing you my fellowship. And I will here repeat, that I 
do not, by any thing herein contained, intend to deny you 
"the name and character of a Christian minister." With 
this assurance you have already acknowledged yourself 
satisfied, and consequently all further apology is unne-. 
cessary. 

A3 Christian fellowship is now introduced, I will offer 
a passing remark upon that subject. The ground of 
Christian fellowship with me is simply this ;— a bdUf 
in the divine legation of Christ. If a man possessing a 
good moral character, professes to believe in the divinity 
of the scriptures, 1 consider him entitled to my fellow- 
ship as a Christian. Christian fellowship does not ne- 
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ced^srily 8up|yose a perfect onity of seotinient on ^rerj 
subject pertaining to religion. M^en may beliere in dif- 
fei'ebt systems, pfcfacK differelQt doctrines, and belong 
to diSererif associations or orders, and still be in fellow- 
ship With each other: When 1 tell a person, that I fel- 
loitship him as a Christian, I do not pledge myself to 
give countenance to every opinion in which he believes. 
In these remarks, however, and fn fact, in all that is 
contained in these Letters, I write simply as an indi- 
vidual. Though many of my brethren agree with me in 
believing a future retribution, I know not how far the 
arguments I have made use of in these sheets, may 
meet their approbation. 

I have now closed my examination of this subject. 
My' object has been truth. I hiive endeavored to pre- 
sent the doctrine of a future retribution in its proper 
light, and to elhibit seme of the principal arguments 
which convince me of its truth. And in examining your 
system, I have endeavored to state it correctly, and to 
meet your arguments fairly. And though I have spoken 
with the greatest freedom relative to your opinions, I 
have endeavored to avoid every thing which would look 
like an attack upon your moral character. How the 
arguments I have adduced will strike your mind, f am 
unable to determine. In examining and weighing the 
arguments in favor of a future retribution, you will 
consider that the question is not, whether any one argu- 
ment, separately, is sufficient to establish that doctrine, 
but whether they are all sufficient, when taken collec- 
tively, and in a proper chain. All moral evidence is 
made up of probabilities ; and though the probability 
may not be great, when each argument is viewed sepa- 
rately, still when a great number of probabilities are 
united, they amount to moral certainty. And it is in 
this connected view, that you are desired to weigh the 
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ar»;u meats advanced in the different parts of my book in 
favor of a future retribution. 

Though these Letters are not written to provoke 
controversy, still, as they are submitted to you and the 
public for examination, they are liable to be attacked. 
Nor have 1 the least objection to their being reviewed. 
But, sir, should you attempt a reply, I have this request 
to make, viz. that you give a definite statement of your 
views upon the subject. As you believe that all men 
will be happy immediately at death, I wish to be inform- 
ed on what ground you rest your belief ; — whether the 
immaculate nature of the soul exempts it from suffering, 
or whether it is saved by being divinely instructed in- 
stantly after death. Or if you rest your system on the 
resurrection, I hope you will state definitely your vi;!ws 
upon that subject, and inform us whether you believe 
that the resurrection takes place at the moment of 
death, or whether you believe in a future general resur- 
rection. This request is made that we may see wherein 
we differ, and wherein we are agreed, so that we may 
not dispute about words only. I request this the more 
earnestly, because I am at a loss to know your precise 
views upon this subject. Though I have read your 
works with a view to ledrn your opinions, I am still in 
the dark relative to the ground on which you base your 
scheme. As I have stated my views in a clear and defi- 
nite manner, I flatter myself that you will not hesitate 
to state yours in a manner equally clear. I cannot be- 
lieve that you will refuse to comply with this request, 
for this would be confessing that you are. ashamed of 
your system. Yes ; — should you come forward to con- 
fute what is advanced in these Letters, without stating 
your own opinion with precision, the public would con- 
clude of course, either that you have no settled views on 
the subject, or that you are sensible of the deformity of 
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jour system, and therefore wish to conceal it. In either 
case it would operate to your disadvantage. 

I cannot conclude these Letters without expressing 
the satisfaction I feel in the reflection, that we can en- 
tertain different views, and even discuss them before the 
public, and still regard each other with Christian fel- 
lowship. Hoping that what has been offered maj* pro- 
mote the truth as it is in Jesus, and that the pure gospel 
may flourish amongst us ; that friendship between us 
may long exist, and that Christian fellowship may Bot 
be interrupted, 

I subscribe myself. 

Yours in the faith of the Gospel, 

CHARLES HUDSON. 

fFeslminstery JUats, Jdardi 4, 1827. 



£ftRATA. 

Page 60, line 10 from the bottom, for thus read ihii. 
Page 65, line 10 from the bottom, for adulis read adepts. 
Page 137, line 2 from the top, for immortality read mortality. 
Page 148, line 11 from the bottom, for hii^ read htkigs. 
Page 163, bottom line, for at judgmenlty read at the judgment. 
Page 170, line 14 from the bottom, for figure re^ figures. 
Page 229, line 8 from the top, for %bUI pretend read tbUl not 
pretend. 



Note. The author*s residence being at a great distance from 
Ms office^ the labor of correcting proofs has devolved entirely 
upon the printer. This wUl serve as a» apology for any errors 
which the intelligent reader may discover. 
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